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Current Topics. 


Trial by Court Martial. 

THE DEFENCE of the Realm Amendment Bill has now 
passed the House of Lords and has reeeived the Royal Assent, 
and the possibility of the trial of civilians in this country by courts 
martial has unfortunately been perpetuated. The text of the 
Act is not yet available, but the Bill underwent certain amend- 
ments. The time within which a person accused of an offence 
under the Defence of the Realm Act and Regulations can elect 
to be tried by a civil court is extended from four to six 
days, and the special emergency which can give rise to the 
suspension of the new Act must be a military emergency. 
Moreover, in the House of Lords an amendment was intro- 
duced giving the court power in a trial for felony 
to exclude the public from its proceedings in the interests of 
national safety. This seema,to cut off the last reavon for allow- 
ing jurisdiction to a court martial at all. A civil court can be 
made expeditious, and secrecy, however undesirable, wou!d meet 
all possible objections grounded on national danger. The matter 
must no doubt be treated for the present as closed, but Lord 
ParMoor has earned public gratitude by his attempt to retain 
the regular criminal courts both for British subjects and for 
aliens. The Government has sheltered itself behind the plea 
of necessity, but we are not aware that any substantial reasons 
in support of the plea have ever been given. 


Piracy and Warfare. 

We peprecatep last week the proposal to refuse the ordinary 
immunities of prisoners of war to captured crews of German 
submarines, and we refrained from suggesting that the appro- 
priate punishment for the slaying of civilians should be inflicted 
on their superiors. We have not caught the superiors yet, and 
if we are ever in a position to do so, we still think that the ques- 
tion will then be as to the future rather than the past. And our 
conclusion is in accordance with the correspondence which has 
taken place in the Times. Mr. Frepenic Harrison has called 
loudly for the trial of the captured crews in a criminal court on 
charges of piracy and murder. Professor Hottanp has pointed 
out, as we did, that there can be question of piraey when acts 
have been done under State authority, and the trial for murder 


‘lof a member of the enemy forces would raise questions which, 
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whether difficult or not, would certainly be futile. Coroners’ | defence above referred to. Accordingly they made an order for 
juries on the East Coast have attempted to relieve their feelings | diseovery, but limited it, so far the matters raised by the special 
by returning verdicts of wilful murder, and we have sympathised | defence were concerned, to documents relating to goods imported 
with them. But coroners have wisely declined to allow such | by the plaintiffs from firms mentioned in the defence and parti- 


verdicts. And there is the argument that subordinates cannot 


culars, and to documents showing the amount of the patented 


in time of war take the responsibility of disobeying their | articles manufactured by the plaintiffs here, but without in 


superiors. One correspondent of the Times (18th inst.) says that 
Worre did it after Culloden, but there are not many Wolfes, 
and practically it is impossible. Even in peace time a soldier 
has little choice but to obey his superior’s order. If we are as 
successful as we hope to be, we may be able at the close of the 
war to take a strong line as to the future, but it may be expected 
that this will be more in the way of making war impossible than 
of regulating it. During the war the impracticability of trying 
belligerent prisoners as criminals has been forcibly put by Sir 
Henry Potanp in his letter to the Z'imes of the 17th inst., which 
we reproduce elsewhere. 


Enemy Patents and Royalties. 

A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we printed last week (anfe, 
p. 331), raised questions as to the proper course to be taken under 
the Trading with the Enemy Acts when moneys are due in this 
country to an alien enemy in respect of licences to use a patented 
article. Perhaps they can be answered on the same lines as the 
letter on “Enemy Rents and Interest” (ante, p. 204), which 
we discussed on 30th January (ante, p. 228). We assume that no 
apecial steps have been taken in regard to the patent under the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks (Temporary Rules) Acts, 
1914. The general principle is that moneys owing in this country 
to enemies abroad cannot be sued for during the war, and con- 
sequently there is no obligation on the debtor to pay, and section 3 
of the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1914, does not 
seem to impose on the debtor any obligation to give notice to 
the Custodian. He owes the money, but he does not hold or 
manage any property on behalf of his creditor. Section 4 goes 
further, and speaks of “ property, real or personal . . . belonging 
to or held or managed for or on behalf of an enemy,” and 
probably personal property here includes a chose in action, such 
as money payable under a licence; so that a creditor in this 
country might, in effect, attach the debt by getting it vested in 
the Custodian and then applying for payment of his debt out of 
it. Hence the answer to our correspondent’s first three questions 
seems to be that the instalments of premium and the interest 
on premium and the half-yearly royalties will be retained by 
the company during the war. and will be payable to the alien 
owner after the war; though if there are creditors of such owner 
in this country, the sums could be made available for such 
creditors under the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, or, 
perhaps, by the ordinary method of judgment and garnishee 
order. Our correspondent is, we think, correct in saying that 
the payments in question are not within section 2. As to his 
fourth question, a solicitor who simply sees that the payments are 
made does not seem to be managing the patent rights so as to be 
liable to notify the Custodian under section 3. But of course in 
an unfamiliar matter like this there may be considerations which 
have not occurred either to our correspondent or ourselves. 


Discovery in Action for Infringement of Patent. 


WHEN A defendant in an action for infringement of a patent 
raises, as hé is now entitled to do, the defence that the patent 
has been worked exclusively or mainly outside the United 
Kingdom, what discovery is he entitled to from the plaintiff? 
This question arose in the British Thomson-Houston Co. v. Duram, 
in which Nevitte, J, held that he was entitled to general 
diseovery (ante, pp. 125, 160), and made an order accordingly. 
There was an appeal against this order, and on the appeal it was 
again contended for the plaintiffs that no order for discovery, 
sofar as regards the matters raised by the above-mentioned 
defence, ought to be made at. the present stage of the action. But 
the Court of Appeal said that the case ought to be treated as if 
there were two senarate actions (or causes of action), one on the 
ground thst the defendant had infringed, and the other on the 
ground that, assuming the defendant had infringed,-he was never- 


either case disclosing the names of customers (32 R. P. C. 108). 
This order is certainly not oppressive on the plaintiffs, and it 
negatives the contention that the defendants are not entitled in 
connection with their special defence to any discovery at the 
ordinary stage in the action. 


Attempts to Commit a Crime. 


Tue Court of Criminal Appeal has recently had before it two 
interesting cases on attempts to commit crime (see 44 SOLICITORS’ 
JOURNAL, p. 444), both relating to attempts to obtain money by 
false pretences. In the first case FR. v. Light (reported elsewhere), 
the appellant was convicted of attempting to obtain money by 
false pretences, inter alia, that he was carrying on a genuine 
business in analysing and testing sxmples of urine, and that he 
had analysed and tested a sample of liquid sent to him by a 
client and found it to indicate the desirability of the client 
undergoing a course of treatment at the cost of £1 1s. The 
liquid sent was not urine at all, and in fact it was the appellant 
who was deceived and not the prosecutor. It was, therefore, 
contended that, inasmuch as it is an essential ingredient in the 
full crime of obtaining money by false pretences that the money 
shall have been obtained by one or more of the false pretences 
alleged, i.¢., that the person from whom it was obtained was in 
fact deceived (see Ff. v. Mills, 1857, 7 Cox C. C. 263), so it 
followed that there could be no conviction for an attempt 
to obtain by false pretences where the ingredient of deception 
of the prosecutor was admittedly absent. The Court of 
Criminal Appeal, however, had no difficulty in distinguishing 
between the full offence of obtaining by false pretences and 
the offence of attempting so to obtain, and following R. v. Roebuck 
(1856, 7 Cox C. C. 126) and &. v. Hensler (1870, 11 iid. 
570) (where the accused was held to have been rightly convicted 
of attempting to obtain money by false pretences contained in a 
begging letter which the recipient knew to be false when he sent 
the money), the court dismissed the appeal. It is plain that in 
this case the appellant had done all that was necessary to be 
done on his part to constitute the offence of obtaining the money 
by false pretences, though the offence stopped short of completion. 
It seems, too, that this case is within the definition of an attempt 
to commit an offence contained in the Draft Criminal Code 
prepared by Lord BLackeurn and Barry, LusH, and STEPHEN, 
JJ., as set out in Stephen’s Digest of the Criminal Law, 
article 50:—‘An act done with intent to commit that crime, 
and forming part of a series of acts which would constitute its 
actual commission, if it were not interrupted.” rep 


Preparations for Attempt to Commit a Crime. 


THE SECOND case, RB. v. Robinson (March 15th), raised the more 
difficult question of Jaw as to whether or not the act done with 
intent to commit the offence was only preparation for its com- 
mission, and too remote to constitute an attempt to commit It. 
The appellant was a jeweller in Oldham, On 5th November he 
had insured his stock in trade against theft and damage for 
£1,200. In the early morning of 11th December he was found 
by the police in his shop with his legs tightly bound together, 
a piece of string tied tightly round his left wrist with an end 
hanging loose to suggest that his right wrist had also been bound. 
He alleged that, as he was about to shut up his shop, he was 
struck a blow from behind which rendered him unconscious, and 
that, on recovering, he had found himself bound and gagged. 
The safe was found to be partly open and empty, and his pockets 
were also empty. A diligent search of the premises later on the 
same day revealed that the contents of the safe and pockets had 


been put in a recess under the safe, and the appellant, on being 
asked for an explanation, admitted that the whole affair was 4 
pretence arranged with the intention of getting money from 





theless entitled to have judgment in his favour on the special 


the insurance company, as his trade had depreciated con 
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siderably owing to the war. No claim whatever had been made 
against the insurance company, and, indeed, as is obvious, there 
had been no opportunity of making it. It was therefore con- 
tended at the trial that since the appellant was indicted for 
attempting to obtain the money from the insurance company 
by false pretences, and in fact no false pretences had been made 
to them, he could not be convicted of attempting to obtain the 
money from them. Furthermore, it was contended that the acts 
proved against him were only remotely, and not proximately, con- 
nected with obtaining the money by false pretences, and that he 
had never reached the point at which an attempt could be said to 
have been begun. He was convicted, but the Court of Criminal 
Appeal quashed the conviction, on the ground that nothing 
whatever had been done by the appellant in the way of bring- 
ing the pretence to the mind of the insurance brokers with 
whom the insurance had been effected ; that it could not be 
said that the mere making of the actual pretence of ashopbreak- 
ing was more than preparation for the full crime of obtaining 
money by false pretences ; and that it was not an act approxi- 
mately connected with the actual crime of obtaining money by 
false pretences, but only an act which was too remotely connected 
with it to warrant a conviction. 


Libellous Publication of Plaintiff's Portrait in 
Advertisement. 

IN AN action tried in the King's Bench Division last week a 
young actress complained that her photograph had been exhi 
bited on a photograph screen, in connection with the business of 
a dentist, so altered as to make it appear that she had no teeth. 
Two copies were displayed. Under the photograph without teeth 
was the word “ Before,” beneath another photograph of the lady 
was the word “ After.” The only defence suggested was that the 
plaintiff had not suffered ae injury. The judge left to the 
jury the question, was the advertisement calculated to bring the 
plaintiff into ridicule and contempt in her profession and among 
her friends? and they found a verdict in her favour with 
£30 damages. An injunction was also granted against the 
further use of the advertisement. The enterprise of American 
interviewers has been the cause of similar actions on the 


‘other side of the Atlantic. In Burkhardt v. Press 


Publishiug Co. (1909, 130 N. Y. 22) the action was for publishing 
the plaintiff's portrait as that of a murderess. The employees 


‘of the defendant's newspaper, in hasty search for a_photo- 


graph of a barmaid alleged to have been guilty of murder, 
were handed a picture alleged to be that of the plaintiff, and lost 
no time in publishing it in the newspaper. The judge told the 
jury that if they should find that the defendant acted in sucha 
way as to shew a wanton and wilful disregard of the rights of 
the plaintiff, they might give what are called punitive damages 
—damages not intended to compensate the plaintiff for the injury 
which she had suffered, but intended to punish the defendant 
for the wrong committed, and to discourage the commission of 
such wrongs in the future. The jury, following this ruling, 
awarded substantial damages. The practice of introducing 
without permission the portraits of living persons into pictorial 
advertisements has much increased of late years. The injury 
from such advertisements is sometimes too unsubstantial to 
warrant legal proceedings. But the way of the rash and specu- 
lative advertiser is not always smooth, and we capnot regret that 
he should occasionally be brought into unpleasant collision with 
the law. 








A return issued by the Home Offive on Wednesday shews that there 
was a large increase in the number of accidents resulting in death on 
personal injury caused by vehicles in the streets in the United Kingdom 
during the year ended 3lst December last, the figures for 1914 being 
61,670, as compared with 44,643. The fatal accidents numbered 2,330. 
In the Metropolitan Police District there were 25,876 accidents, 637 ot 
which had fatal results, while in the City of London 1,272 accidents 
occurred, of which nineteen were fatal. In London, including the City, 
3,442 accidents were caused by motor-omnibuses, 156 proving fatal, the 
City figures being 279 accidents, eight of which were fatal. In the 
case of tramcars there were 3,196 accidents, thirty-seven having fatal 
results. Pedal cycles were the cause of eighteen fatal and 5,578 non- 
fatal accidents. 


The Inns of Cis Reserve. 


We’re none too gay in the Law, good sooth ! 
But some who are past their prime, 

They've found a bit of their long-lost youth, 
They're having a rare old time. 

In an altered world, that is touched to-day 
By the gleam of a brighter sun, 

We flock to the drill like boys to play 
When the master’s job is done. 


It’s like old times on the old parade 
When we hear a sergeant storm, 
For many of us have worked and played 
In the Old Queen’s uniform ; 
And now we've found in her grandson’s day 
A gift which the gods have brought, 
And, work or play, we are boys in grey, 
With the badge of the “ Inns of Court.” 


There’s little bite in a rasping tongue 
As we spring to the sergeants’ shout, 

For it makes an elderly man feel young 
When the zealots lay us out. 

The same old bark and the same old frown 
That we knew in the years agone ; 

We're meeker than mice when they dress us down, 
jut we talk to them later on. 


We drill to-day in the cloistered shrine 
Where the Templars drilled of old, 

By “ Number Five” of the poet’s line («), 
And the flags where the Benchers strolled ; 

For company-drill, when the numbers come 
And we muster a full parade, 

We march to the quad that was Bacon’s home, 
Or the gardens that he made. 


We've men who fought in the battle-line 
When Kruger’s flag went down, 

We've Mr. Punch who helped to twine 
A laurel for their crown (b) ; 

He’s free of the craft, as we most of us are, 
And we touch from its furthest poles : 

Here’s Romer doing a bit for the Bar, 
And, next to him, “ Mr. Vholes.” 


We're not the Guards, and we know the same ; 
We're fully alive to our “ nots,” 

But we're all of us awfully keen at the game, 
And we're most of us passable shots. 

There's room for recruits, so I sing this song— 
It’s not too late to begin, 

And I say to the crocks who are hale and strong, 
Fall in! Fall in! Fall in! 


CurISTIAN TEARLE. 


Nore :—Forms of application for admission to the Inns 
Court Reserve Corps can be obtained at the orderly-room, No. 


Paper-buildings, Temple. 


tt A 








(a) a, Bench Walk— 


‘@ Number Five direct your doves, 


There sprea¢ round Murray all your blooming loves."—Pape. 
(b) Sir Owen Seaman, platoon-commander. 
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The Blockade of Germany. 


Tue Order in Council which was made on 11th March, and 
published this week, is intended to carry out, by way of retalia- 
tion, the policy which was stated by the Prime Minister in the 
House of Commons on the Ist inst. It is an answer to the Ger 
man policy which, in the words of the Prime Minister, substitutes 
indiscriminate destruction for regulated capture, and its object is 
to prevent all commercial intercourse by sea between Germany 
wall the rest of the world. With it there must be taken the 
Declaration made by Great Britain on lst March and communi- 
cated to the Neutral Governments ; the United States Memoran- 
dum of 9th March inquiring as to the meaning of this Declaration ; 
and Sir EDWARD Grey's Reply of 15th March to this Memorandum, 
and his separate Reply of the same date to the United States 
proposals for arranging the conduct of the maritime war with 
Germany. 

The Declaration is in effect the same as the statement made 
by the Prime Minister in the House of Commons, to which 
we have just referred, and the substance of which we bave 
already given (ante, p. 312). Great Britain proposed to divert 
all ships trafficking with Germany, and to take them into port, 
though without confiscating either ship or cargo, save where 
they would be otherwise liable to confiscation. As was foreseen, 
the United States Government objected that this was an asser- 
tion of belligerent rights incident to a state of blockade when 
there was no blockade, and it was pointed out that the position 
was paradoxical. The claim to detain all ships assumed a 
blockade ; the express exclusion of confiscation assumed that 
there was no blockade. “It seems to the Government of the 
United States,” said Mr. Pacg, “that the paradoxical situation 
thus created should be altered, and that the declaring Powers 
ought to make a definite assertion as to whether they rely upon 
the rules governing a blockade or the rules applicable when no 
blockade exist-.” Moreover, it was objected that there were no 
recognized rules to determine, under these new circumstanées 
of detention, the ultimate ownership of neutral goods and of 
enemy goods seized on neutral ships. At the same time Mr. 
PAGE said that the United States Government was fully alive 
to the possibility that the methods of modern naval warfare, 
particularly in the use of the submarine for both defensive and 
offensive opsrations, might make the former means of maintaining 
a blockade a physical impossibility; but it nevertheless felt 
that the point of the desirability of limiting “the radius of 
activity” could be urged with great force, especially so if this 
action by the belligerents could be construed to be a blockade, 
and it put the case of an American ship laden with a cargo of 
German origin being held up by a British cruiser off New York 
and taken into Halifax. 


Of course, these are just the juridicial niceties by which Mr. | 


ASQUITH refuses to allow British efforts to be strangled, but Sir 
Epwarp Grey, in his Reply of the 15th inst., meets them fairly. 
In a he disclaims any intention of creating a difficulty 
such as that supposed. ‘It is not intended to interfere with 
neutral vessels carrying enemy cargo of non-contraband nature 
outside European waters, including the Mediterranean.” On the 
other hand, the action of the British fleet is intended to consti- 
tute a blockade, though a blockade not attended with the usual in- 
conveniences to neutrals. Hitherto the British Government has 
carefully avoided the use of the term “ blockade,” but now this 
reticence is dropped. In the second Reply of the 15th inst., in 
which he sets forth the principles observed by Great Britain in 
the conduct of the campaign, Sir Epwarp Grey, after recount- 
ing the inhumanities of which Germany has been guilty, says : 
—“The Government of Great Britain have now frankly 
declared, in concert with the Government of France, their 
intention to meet the German attempt to stop all supplies of 
every kind from leaving or entering British or French ports, by 
themselves stopping supplies going to or from Germany. For 
this end, the British Fleet has instituted a blockade, effectively 
controlling by cruiser ‘ cordon ’ all passage to and from Germany 
by sea.” . 

Turning to the Order in Council, which will be found printed on 


| auother paye, this provides for four cases. First, no merchant vessel 


which left her port of departure after 1st March will be allowed to 
proceed to a German port. Unless she is allowed to proceed to 
a neutral or allied port she must discharge her goods in a British 
port, and these will be placed in the custody of the Marshal of 
the Prize Court. If not contraband, and if not requisitioned, they 
will be restored by order of the Court, upon such terms as the 
court may deem just, to the person entitled thereto. Secondly, 
similar provision is made with regard to merchant vessels sailing 
from German ports, but the goods may also be sold ; it is, however, 
provided that no proceeds of sale shall be paid out of court until 
the conclusion of peace except on the application of the Crown, 
unless the goods were neutral goods before the issue of the new 
Order. Thirdly, in the case of merchant vessels sailing to ports 
other than German ports with goods which are enemy property 
or which have an enemy desvination, it is provided that the 
veesel may be required to discharge the guods in a British port 
to be dealt with as in Case 1; and fourthly, in the case of 
merchant vessels sailing from a port other than a German port 
with goods which are of enemy origin or are enemy property 
there is the like provision for detention or sale as in Case 2. 
There have been attempts in this country to induce the Govern- 
ment to tear up the Declaration of Paris and to treat enemy 
goods on neutral ships as/confiscable. It has been said that 
unless Great Britain abandons all the restraints which have been 
placed upon maritime war, she forfeits the advantages properly 
due to her possession of supremacy at sea. Fortunately these 
counsels have received no support in the country, and they are, 
of course, on a par with the abandonment by Germany of ail 
restraints in the conduct of her war on land. It is part of the 
Government scheme that, while goods are prevented from entering 
Germany, and from being exported from Germany 80 as to reach 
other countries, yet there is no general confiscation of enemy 
goods. The blockade is not carried to the extent of insisting 
on forfeiture of goods in cases where ships attempt to break the 
blockade. It is recognized that enemy goods or the proceeds of 
their sale may be restored to the owuers atter the war. On 
the other hand, it is intended that the blockade shall be effective, 
and that the passage of ve:sels to and frum Germany shall be 
in fact prevented. The procedure is a novelty in maritime law 
and any technical objections to its lawfulness are met by the 
express statement that it is by way of retaliation for the 
barbarous lawlessness of Germany. At the same time it may 
well be that it is lawful—ie. a legitimate development of sea 
warfare—apart fromthe doctrine of reprisals. It 1s intended to 
produce the effect of a blockade without causing the |oss of 





neutral goods, and without causing loss to enemy owners where 
they are protected by existing law, save by detention during the 
| war. / 


| 








Reviews. 


Equity. 
Tue Prencipies or Equity ; INvenneD For THE Use or StupeNtTS 
| AND Practitioners. By Epmunp H. T. Syext, Barrister-at-Law. 

SEVENTEENTH Epirion. By H. Gipson Rivinerton, M.A. (Oxon.) 

and A. CLirrorD FounTaIng. Stevens & Haynes. 21s. 

The present edition of “Snell” appears under new editorship, and 
Messrs. Rivington and Fountaine state that they have in a large 
measure recast the text and made such alterations as many years of 
experience in the instruction of Jaw students has shewn 
to be desirable. There have also been some changes in arrange 
ment. A short chapter has been introduced on the effect of the 
Judicature Acts ; the discussion of the equitable doctrine of notice 
has been transferred from the chapter on Mortgages to that on the 
Maxims of Equity ; the chapter on Donationes mortis caust 
and legacies has been postponed till after the subject of Admiinis- 

| tration of Assets, and the chapters on Interpleader and the Auxiliary 
Jurisdiction of Equity have been eliminated as being more suitable 
to a book on practice. But while the alterations have been consider: 
able, the book appears to remain substantially the same as that wit 
which ay oye of practitioners and students have been familiar, 
| and it has been carefully brought up todate by the inclusion of the 
latest cases. Thus we tind a reference to Re Eustace (1912, 1 Cb. 
| 561) on the effect of time in barring equitable claims ; to Hopkinson 
|’: Richardson (1913, 1 Ch .284), on the effect of a sale of real property 
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in ® partition action as regards the conversion of an infant's 
perty ; and to Baily & Son v. Holborn and Frascati (1914, 1 Ch. 
598), on interference with the access of light—though the abbrevia- 
tion to Barly v. Holborn is inconvenient ; and we may notice the 
interesting paragraph on the doctrine of Zou/min v. Steere (3 Mer. 
210) with reference to merger, as atfected by the decisions of Parker, 
J., the Court of Appeal, and the House of Lords in Manks v. Whiteley, 
disguised in the House of Lords, in the inconvenient fashion of that 
tribunal, as Whiteley v. Delany. There is also a reference to the 
Weekly Notes report of the interesting decision of Sargant, J., in 
Re Wasserberg, on donatio mortis causa, on which we recently 
commented (also reported ante, p. 176; 1915, 1 Ch. 196). 
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An Epitome of Recent Decisions on 
the Workmen's Compensation Act, 


By Arrnur L. B. Taesicer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
(Cases decided since the last Epitome, Vol. 58, page 780.) 


(1) DECISIOwS ON THE WORDS ‘“ ACCIDENTS ARISING 
OuT UF, anv In THs CuURSE uF, THE bmrLus- 
MENT. 

Risdale v. Owners of Ship ‘‘ Kilmarnock” (C.A.: Lord 
Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Kennedy and Swinfen Eady, 
L.JJ., 15th December, 1914). 

Facrs.—An engineer was engaged on a steam trawler which left 
Grimsby for the North Sea fishing-grounds. ‘The master was warned 
to avoid an area in which the enemy s mines were known to have been 
scattered, but he set a course which took him into the danger zone. 
Observing floating mines, the master dropped a buoy and steered +, course 
through tne mine-field in order to report the matter to a torpedo boat. 
The trawler struck a mine, and the engineer received serious injuries. 
The county court judge held that an accident caused by an alien enemy 
was not an accident within the Workmen’s Compensation Act. Un 
appeal this contention was dropped, but it was argued that it was not 
an accident arising out of and in the course of the employment. 

_Decis1on.—he engineer was bound to obey all lawful orders given 
him, and his duties could not be affected by the disregard by the master 
of instructions given him. The engineer was therefore entitled to com- 
pensation. Appeal allowed. (from note taken in court. Case reported 
SozicrtoRs’ JOURNAL, 19th December, 1914, p. 145; L. J. newspaper, 
2nd January, 1915, p. 5; L. 7’. newspaper, 19tn December, 1914, p. 161; 
Limes, 16th December, 1914.) 


Newson v. Burstall (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., 
Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 12th January, 
1915). 


Facts.—A labourer was employed to do two days’ threshing. After 
the second day’s work was finished, and he had been paid his wages, at 
the request of the engine-man, he assisted to get the threshing-machine 
out of the farm on to the public road, and in doing so was injured. 
There was evidence that it was the custom of the county for some casual 
labourers to follow the threshing-machine from farm to farm, in the 
hope of being engaged by farmers, and that, by such custom, it was part 
of the ordinary work ot such labourers to help move the machine trom 
the farm to the road. The county court judge held that this latter work 
was a factor of the employment of the labourer by the farmer, and that, 
therefore, the accident arose out of and in the course of the employment. 

Decision.—There was evidence to support the finding, and it was a 
question of fact rather than law. Appeal dismissed. (from note taken 
ta court. Case reported Soticrrors’ Journat, 16th January, 1915, p 


€ 


24; L. J. newspaper, th January, 1914, p. 54.) 


Barbeary v. Chugg (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., 
mn Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 13th January, 
5). 


Facts.—An unlicensed pilot was employed to take a ketch out of 
Ilfracombe Harbour. After doing so, and after being paid, he 


jumped into his boat, which was being towed astern, but, alighting 


ear the bows, sent the boat under water and got wet up to his thighs. 





He was pulled on to the ketch, but subsequently baled his boat out and 
rowed ashore, getting another wetting from spray in doing so. After- 
wards he suffered from sciatica, and claimed compensation. The county 
court judge held that the boat filled with water by accident, and that 
the pilot got wet by accident; that the sciatica resulted from this, and 
that the wetting trom spray did not affect the case, as the pilot was 
quite wet before; he, theretore, awarded compensation. 

Deciston.—There was evidence of illness from accident as distin- 
guished from illness by exposure. Appeal dismissed. (From note 
taken in court. Case reported 7'imes, 14th January, 1915; L. 7’. news- 
paper, 25rd January, 1915, p. 271; L. J. newspaper, Wth January, 
1915, p- 54 } 


Whitfield vy. Lambert (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., 
Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 13th and 21st 
January, 1915). 

Facts.—A farm hand was engaged by a farmer, and it was a term 
of the employment that he could have a horse and cart to bring his box 
from the station to the farm He arrived on a bicycle, and then 
harnessed and drove the horse and cart to the station. On the way, 
owing to the horse being frightened by a motor, an accident occurred, 
and the workman was seriously injured. ‘The county court judge held 
that the accident did not arise out of or in the course of the empioyment, 

Decision.—The workman was going on his own business, and was 
using his employer's cart and horse with leave and licence. The judge 
was, therefore, right in deciding that the accident did not arise out of 
the employment. (from note taken in court. Case reported L. 7’. 
newspaper, Wth January, 1915, p. 292.) 


Williams vy. Llandudno Coaching and Carriage Co. (Limited) 
(C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., Swinfen Eady and 
Phillimore, L.JJ., 19th, 20th and 29th January, 1915). 


Facts.—A stableman’s duties included that of cutting up and dis- 
tributing chaff for horses’ feed. The chaff was kept in a loft, which 
was reached by means of a vertical ladder fixed to the wall. On 3lst 
January, 1914, the stableman was by mid-day in an intoxicated con- 
dition. He endeavoured to mount the ladder to get the chaff, although 
the foreman cautioned him that he was unfit to do so. After going up 
nine rungs he fell, and received injuries from which he died. rhe 
county court judge held that, though the accident was due to drunken- 
ness, which was serious and wilful misconduct, it still arose out of and 
in the course of his employment. 

Dectsion.—The stableman met with the accident while doing an act 
which it was part of his duty to do, and which exposed him to the risk 
of accident more than other persons. The judge was therefore right. 
(From note taken in court. Case reported SoLiciTtors’ JOURNAL, 2th 
February, 1915, p. 286; L. 7’. newspaper, 6th February, 1915, p. 312; 
W. N., 6th February, p. 52; L. J. newspaper, 20th February, 1915, p. 
92; Zimes, Wth January, 1915.) 


Herbert v. Samuel Fox & Co. (Limited) (C.A.: Lord Cozens- 
Hardy, M.R., Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 
2st January, 1915). 

Facts.—A youth was employed as a shunter; it was his duty to walk 
beside the trucks and couple or uncouple them with a shunting-pole. 
The engine was returning to tts shed, which was three-quarters of a 
mile away, picking up loose waggons and pushing them along. The 
youth jumped on the buffer of the front truck, which was strictly for 
bidden. He fell off and was injured. The county court judge held 
that the accident arose out of the employment, 

Decision (Phillimore, L.J., dissenting).—The case was within 
Barnes vy. Nunnery Colliery Co, (1912, A.+C. 44), and the youta, by 
riding on the buffer, was adding a new risk to his employment. Appeal 
allowed. (From note taken in court. Case reported SoLiciTors’ 
Journa, 6th February, 1915, p. 249; L. 7. newspaper, 30th January, 
1915, p. 293; L. J. newspaper, 13th February, 1915, p. 80; W. N., Wth 
January, 1915, p. 44.) 


Gibb Vv. Chadwick d& Co, (C.A. : Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., 
Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 21st, 22nd and 
29th January, 1915). 


Facts.—A foreman joiner was employed by builders who lived at 
Rotherham. They had a good deal of work at Sheffield, and the work- 
man had a season ticket between those two towns. He was expected to 
return to the office at Rotherham daily before 6 p.m. to report. On one 
evening he went to catch the last train from Sheffield, which would get 
him to Rotherham before 6 p.m. He arrived at the station after the 
train had started, and in attempting to get into the train he received 
injuries from which he died. ‘The county court judge held that the 
accident arose out of and in the course of the employment. 

Decision.—The workman exposed himself to an additional risk by 
doing an unauthorized and illegal act; his employment did not expose 
him to the risk of railway accidents more than ordinary people. ‘The 
accident, therefore, did not arise out of the employment. ; Appeal 
allowed (From note taken in court Case reported oe A newspaper, 
6th February, 1915, p. 512; W. N., 6th February, 1915, p. 52; L. J. 
newspaper, 13th February, 1915, p. 79; Times, Wth January, 1915.) 
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Thorn v. Humm & Co. (C.A.: Lord Cozens-Hardy, M.R., 
Swinfen Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ., 1st February, 
1915). 

Facts.—A chauffeur was employed by a firm who owned and let out 
taxi-cabs in Plymouth. There were forts in the neighbourhood, and 
at the time of the mobilization officers frequently hired taxi-cabs to 
drive to the forts. The chauffeur was ordered by his employers to 
drive an officer to one of the forts at 2a.m. It was a rainy night, and 
a strong wind was blowing. The officer warned him to be careful, 
because of the sentries. While driving at a slow pace, and looking out 
for sentries, the chauffeur was shot in the leg It was proved that the 
engine of the cab made a certain amount of noise, and that the screen 
formed a barrier to the human voice. The county court judge held that 
the chauffeur was more exposed to such risks than the ordinary public, 
and that, therefore, the accident arose out of and in the course of his 
employment 

Decision.—There was ample evidence to justify the judge’s finding 
(From note taken in court Case reported Times, 2nd February, 1915; 
L. T. newspaper, 6th February, 1915, p. 313.) , 


Woods v. Thomas Wilson, Sons & Co. (Limited) 
(H.L.: Lords Loreburn, Atkinson, Parker, Sumner 
and Parmoor, 11th February and Ist March, 1915). 


Facts.—A workman was employed on a lighter coaling a steamship 
He was holding a basket, which he was engaged in filling, between his 
body and a heap of coal. There was an unexpected rush of coal, which 
either hit him in the stomach, or knocked the basket against his 
stomach. He said | heard something crack,’’ and felt great pain 
He could not continue his work, and four days later underwent an 
operation, which shewed that he was suffering from appendicitis and 
perforation of the bowel. Three days later he died from peritonitis 
following a second perforation of the bowel Evidence was given at the 
arbitration that the workman suffered from a weakened bowel. due to 
chronic appendicitis, and that his bowel would be more likely to be 
injured by a blow than that of a healthy man. The county court judy: 
found the accident caused acute injury to the weakened bowel; that the 
nyury gradually pr duced perforation, and so iccelerated death The 
medical assessor concurred in these findings. The Court of Appeal set 
aside the award on the ground that there was no evidence to support th 
findings 

Decision (Lords Parker and Sumner dissenting There was evidences 
on which the judge could find as he did (Case reported Soricrrors 
JouRNAL, 20th March, 1915, p. 348: Vim 2nd March, 1915: 4. 7 
newspaper, 6th March, 1915, p. 406; W. N.. 6th March, 1915 p. 109 

To he continued.) 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


WOODS v. THOMAS WILSON, SONS & CO. (LIM.). 
lith February ; lst March. 


WoRK MEN COMPENSATION Deatn Resetts rrom  Inscry 
COALHEAVER Receives Blow is StomacH—ABpoMINaL OPERATION 
Death Tourer Days Laren From Perironrris—Post-MortTeM 
SHewep WEAKENED AND Dtsorperep Bower Dur to CuHront 
APPENDICITIS—WHetTHer INFERENCE Covey LecrrimMaTeLy pe DRAWN 
rHaT DeatwH was AcceLeraten py AcciIpeENT—WoRKMEN’s COMPENSA 
TION AcT, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), Scnen. I. (1) (a) 

{ coalhenve: while aas fing to coal a ship, was struck in the 
stomach by the haaket he uwi(ta Alling He immediately eat down in 
great pain, and was unable to qo on with hia work Death followed a 
week late r, and a pe at-mortem examination shewed that the man had 
suffered from chronic appendicitis of long atanding, and this had 
produced a weakened and disordered bowel, which war more likely to 
be damaged by a blow than would a health y ‘bowel Three days before 
he died an abdominal operation diaclosed perforation of the bowel; 
hut the certificate attributed death to peritonitis caused by a second 
ond quite recent perforation of the bowel 

The county court jud ge found aa facts that the accident happ ned 
ua alleged by the applicant , that the accident caused acute injury to 
the weakened howel, and that the injury so caused gradually wroduced 
perforation of the howel, and so accelerated death , 
made an award in favour of the widow. 

Held, after consideration (Lord Parker and Lord Sumner dissenting). 
that there was evidence of impury hy accident which resulted in 
the workman's death 

Decision of Court of Appeal (reported 29 T. L. R. 726,6B. W.C.C 
15D) reversed 

The appellant. the widow of a coalheaver, claimed compensation in 
respect of the death of her husband, Thomas Woods, in proceedings 
instituted by her as his sole dependant in the County Court of Hull 
The county court judge awarded her compensation, but the Court of 
Appeal set the award asice on the rround that there was no evidence 
to support the finding of the county court judae 


Accore ingly he 


The deceased man 

is employed by the respondents, snip-owners, to coal a ship in the 
dock, and while so employed was strack in the stomach, either by a 
rush of coal which came unexpectedly down the shoot, or by ‘the 





basket, which it was his duty to fill, being forced against his stomach 
by the coal as it came down. He at once complained of great pain, 
and exclaimed, “‘ I heard something crack,’’ and was unable to continue 
working. Four days later he underwent an operation, which shewed 
that he was suffering from chronic appendicitis and perforation of the 
bowel. He died three days after the operation, and a post-mortem 
examination revealed that death was due to peritonitis following on a 
second and quite recent perforation of the bowel. The medical testi 
mony established that the deceased was suffering from a weakened and 
disordered bowel, which was in such a condition that it was likely 
to be damaged by a blow which would not affect a healthy bowel. The 
county court judge found as facts that the accident happened as 
alleged by the appellant; that it caused acute injury to the weakened 
bowel, and that the injury so caused gradually produced perforation 
uf the bowel, and so accelerated death. Accordingly he awarded the 
widow compensation. The Court of Appeal set the award aside, being 
of opinion that there was no evidence to support the award. 

Tue Hovse, by a majority (Earl Lorescrn, Lords ATKINSON and 
Parmoor, Lord Parker and Lord Sumner dissenting), after considera 
tion, ailowed the appeal. 

Earl Loresury, in giving judgment, said in that House the respon 
dents had contended that there was no evidence of accident, or that 
the alleged accident had acceleratd Woods’ death. The county court 
judge, however, had found that there was an accident, and that it 
was the cause, in the sense that it accelerated, the workman's death 
A court of law had no jurisdiction to set aside an award on a finding of 
fact where there was evidence to support it, however much the court 
might disagree with the finding. And it was enough to bring the 
case within the Act if injury by accident in any material degree 
accelerated the death : Clover, Clayton & Co. v. Hughes (1910, A. C 
242). An arbitrator was entitled to act upon the advice of his medieal 
assessor, not, of course, on events or actual facts, but upon matters 
of medical opinion and upon medical inferences. , 

Lord Parker, whose opinion was shared by Lord Sumner, dissented, 
on tne ground that the medical evidence fell short of shewing how 
the second perforation and subsequent death were in any way connected 
with what happened on the day of the alleged accident. There was 
no evidence that the blow was of such a nature as naturally to lead 
to the series of events which ensued, especially where that series of 
events was otherwise adequately accounted for.—Counsk1, for the 
appellant, Shortt, K.C., and EF. H. Chapman ; for the respondents 
idair Roche, K.C., and Nielson. Sorscrrors, VN. H. Aaron; Lotterell 


& Roche. 
[Reported by Ersxrve Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 
MUNRO rv. BOGNOR URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. No. 2. 
Ist February. 

Loca, AvutTHorrry—Contracr For Sewace WorKks—ARBITRATIVUN 
CLAUSE AS TO ANY Question, Dispute orn DirrFERENCE—CLAIM BY CON 
TRACTOR DURING PROGRESS OF THE WoRKs TO RESCIND CONTRACT 
ALLEGATION THAT HE WAS INDUCED To ENTER INTO THE CONTRACT BY 
Fraup—ActTIon ror DECLARATION THAT ConTRACT WAS VOID—AP?LI 
CATION TO Stay ACTION UNDER ARBITRATION CLAUSE, 

The defendants, a local authority, entered into a contract u 
plaintiff to execute certain sewage works. The works were commen 
when the plaintiff alleged that he had been induoed to enter into 
contract by musre presentation, and he commenced an action for 
declaration that the contract was void, an injunction, and damages 

Held. that the action was maintainable, as the arbitration clause 
referred to questions of dispute or difference between the parties arising 
out of the execution of the contract, and gave no jurisdiction to an 
arbitrator to decide the issue raised in the action. 

Appeal by the defendants from an order of Coleridge, J., at ch umbers, 
affirming an order of the master. The plaintiff entered into an agree 
ment with the defendants.to execute certain sewage works at Bognor. 
The contract contained a clause that if at any time any question, dispute 
or difference should arise between them on or in relation to or in con 
nection with the contract, the same should be referred to arbitration, 
and that such submission to arbitration should be deemed to be 4 
submission to arbitration within the meaning of the Arbitration Act, 
1889. During the progress of the work, the plaintiff claimed a rescis 
sion of the contract, alleging that he had been induced to enter into 
it by fraudulent misrepresentations. He brought his action for 4 
declaration that the contract was void, damages for the loss he had 
suffered, and an injunction to restrain the defendants from using ¢T 
in any way dealing with the plaintiff's plant and materials on the 
defendants’ premises. The defendants took out a summons to stay 
the action, on the ground that it was a question for arbitration. The 
master made an order staying the action, and Coleridge, J., affirmed 
his decision. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covert (Pickrorp and Bankes, L.JJ.) held that, as the plaintiff 
claimed in his action a declaration that the contract was void, which, 
if proved, would render his submission to arbitration void also, the 
master and the judge had taken a wrong view, and therefore the 
order staying the action must be set aside. Order accordit 
Counset, for the plaintiff, Zolman Gregory, K.C., and Hinde ; for the 
defendants, Schiller, K.C., and Richardson. Soricrrors, Walters & 
Co.; Haslam & Sanders, for Joseph Jubb, Bognor. 

(Reported by Ensxrne Retp, Barrister-et-Law.] 
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FORAN +. ATTORNEY-GENERAL. No. 1. 
5th March. 


Revenve — Lanp YVatvation — Farm Let on Lease — Unworxkep 
Mrixerats ReseRvep To Owners—Return Fursisnep 10 Commis- 
SIONERS—No Descrirtion on Estimate or Vatve or Minxerats—In- 
vaLID Form or Notice—Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910 (10 Ep. 7, c. 8), 
ss. 2 (3), 23 (2), 26 (1). 

The owners of a farm let on lease, the unworked minerals underlying 
which were reserved to them, received a notice from the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue requiring them to make a return on a form (Form 
IV.) for purposes of land valuation. The form did not purport to 
treat the minerals as a separate parcel for valuation purposes, and a 
note thereon stated that unless the owners described and set a value on 
the minerals their value should be treated as nil on Wth April, 1909. 
The owners, in filling up the form, inserted no description or estimated 
value of the minerals. The minerals having been sold at a later date, 
and the Crown having claimed increment value duty on the sale, 

Held, (1} that the minerals being in a different occupation to the land, 
and not having been treated as a separate parcel, the form requiring 
the return was invalid, (2) that the return made was not a return within 
section 23 (2) of the Act, and did not bind the owners, (3) that they were 
entitled to make a proper return on a proper notice and have a substi 
tuted capital value fixed in respect of the minerals. 

Decision of Warrington, J., reversed. 


17th and 18th February ; 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of Warrington, J. The 
plaintiffs, as trustees of a settlement, were owners of Appleton Farm, 
near Dover, which was let on lease to one Prebble, the minerals being 
reserved to the lessors. On 13th September, 1910, the plaintiff's solici 
tors received a notice, accompanied by Form LV., under the Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910, to which a return was to be made in thirty days 
from 10th September. The land was described by reference to 
Prebble’s occupation. The form required answers to questions (inter 
alia) about the underlying minerals, to whom they belonged, and 
whether they were being worked or not on 30th April, 1909, and the 
following footnote was appended : ‘‘ Minerals not comprised in a mining 
lease or being worked are to be treated as having no value as minerals 
unless the proprietor of the minerals fills up space (w) below.’’ The 
minerals were not at the time being worked, and the owners in making 
the return left the space in question, for insertion of a description and 
estimate of the capital value of the minerals, blank. The plaintiffs 
sent in this return, although the form did not give them the thirty 
days allowed by the Act. The minerals were subsequently sold, and 
the Crown claimed increment value duty on the whole of tne proceeds 
on the ground that the owners were bound by their return to admit 
that they were of no value at the date in question. The plaintiffs 
thereupon brougnt this action, claiming declarations (1) that Form IV. 
was unauthorized and void, (2) that they were not bound by the return 
made to it so far as it related to the minerals, (3) that they were at 
liberty to make a proper return in respect of the property, (4) that they 
were not bound by the provisional valuation, (5) that they were entitled 
to apply for a substituted capital value in respect of the minerals. 
Warrington, J., dismissed the action on the ground that, though the 
form served was invalid, the return made to it was a good return for 
the purposes of the Act and the plaintiffs were bound by it. Tae 
plaintifis appealed The present was a test case, undertaken at the 
instance of the Land Union. Cur. adv. vult. 

The judgment of THe Court, allowing the appeal, was delivered by 

Joyce, J., who said that the principal question was whether the 
Inland Revenue Commissioners were entitled, in the circumstances of 
the case, to insist that by virtue of section 23 (2) of the Act the minerals 
under the lands of the appellants were to be treated as having no value 
as minerals on 30th April, 1909. They undoubtedly were of consider- 
able value at that date. They had since been sold, and the Commis 
sioners claimed one-fifth of the proceeds as increment duty without any 
deduction and without allowing the appellants to claim a substituted 
capital value under section 2 (3). The answer to the question depended 
on whether the owners, by the manner in which they filled up or failed 
to fill up part 2 of the copy of the now famous Form IV. which was 
served on them, had brought themselves within the operation of the 
enactment in section 23 (2), that the minerals should be treated as having 
no value as minerals unless the proprietor in his return to the Commis- 
sioners specified their nature and estimated their capital value. The 
Selicitor-General contended that the Commissioners were not bound 
to make an inquiry of the owner at all, but upon such information, if 
any, as they might have or collect aliunde were at liberty to serve 
notice on the owner of their provisional valuation. But the Act 
assumed that returns should be made in compliance with notices, which 
te be effectual must be proper notices, otherwise section 23 (2) would 
be unintelligible. The Commissioners could not rely on that enact- 
ment unless there had been a return furnished to them, or possibly in 
the event of a wilful default to make a return in compliance with a 
proper notice, a case which did not arise here. For the purposes of 
valuation all minerals were to be treated as a separate parcel of land. 
The copy of Form IV. supplied to the owners in the present case was 
not, in the opinion of the court, a valid or proper notice for requiring a 
return with respect to the unworked minerals. The only land specified 
in the notice was a house and land of which the description appeared 
to have been taken from the rate-book. The form, considered as a 
Notice to furnish particulars under section 26 (2), did not relate to the 
wnworked minerals. Objections to the form were many and obvious. 
A much more appropriate form, applicable with slight modifications 





to the appellants’ case, was to be found in the supplement to Devon- 
shire and Samuel, Duties on Land Values, at p. 21. The form supplied 
to or served on the appellants was not a proper or intelligible mode of 
requiring a return of particulars respecting tne minerals, and certainly 
did not treat them, as the Commissioners were bound to do, as a sepa- 
rate parcel of land. It would not be understood by ninety-nine people 
out of a hundred as a notice to furnish a return with respect to the un- 
worked minerals. It would require a lawyer of exceptional ability and 
caution to understand the relevance of Form LV. and the accompanying 
documents to the unworked minerals. The return actually made with 
respect to the surface was not the return of the owners referred to in 
section 23 (2). There had neither been any such return to the Com- 
missioners, nor any sufficient or valid notice requiring one. The 
appellants, in their lordship’s opinion, were entitled to make a return 
upon a proper form in pursuance of a proper notice, and to have a sepa- 
rate provisional valuation of the minerals in question, the regular 
printed form for which was well known. And when this had been 
done, the court were not aware of anything to preclude the appellants 
from having a substituted capital value pursuant to section 23 (1) and 
(4) and section 2 (3) as amended by the Revenue Act, 1911, s. 2. 
The view of Warrington, J., to the contrary could not be upheld. The 
result was that the appeal must be allowed. There would be a declara- 
tion that tne Commissioners were not entitled to treat the return made 
by the appellants on the form supplied to them as the return referred 
to in the Act, and a declaration that they were entitled to have a pro- 
visional valuation of their unworked minerals treated as a separate 
parcel of land.—Counsext, George Cave, K.C., W. Allen, and A. H. F. 
Pretty; Sir 8. O. Buckmaster, 8.-G., and W. BR. Sheldon. Sotscrrors, 
Roy & Cartwright ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


{Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barristerat-Laov.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


GREGSON v. GEORGE TAPLIN & CO. (LIM.). 
22nd January. 


Company—MorTion ror APPOINTMENT oF RecEIVER—JEOPARDY—ONE 
DrBENTURE-HOLDER—CHARGF ON Sprecrric Anticters—Usvan ‘‘ Fioat 
Inc Cuarce’’ Conprt1on—Fixep Cuarcre not ALTERED THEREBY 
Ricut to HAve Recerver or THe Speciric Artictes—No Ruiaur to 
Have Receiver aND MANAGES OF THE PROPERTY AND ASSETS OF THE 
ComMPANyY. 

Where judgments have been recovered against a company and execu- 
tion ia likely to issue, there is jeopardy within the meaning of Re New 
York Taxicab Co., Sequin v. The Company (57 Soticrrors’ Journat, 
98). 

Where a debenture gave a charge on specific articles, but one condi 

tion contained the words commonly used in reference to floating 

charges, ‘‘ but so that the company is not to be at liberty to create any 
mortqaqe or charge in priority to or pari passu with the said deben- 
tures,” 

Held, that these words could not be construed ag implying the creation 
ofa floating charge contrary to the specifier charge already given by the 
debenture. 

The amount of property contained in the specific charge being ample, 

Held, that the fact of jeopardy did not of itaelf entitle the 
plaintiff to the appointment of a receiver and manager of the whole of 
the assets and business of the company, but only to have a receiver 
appointed of the assets specifically charged 

This was a motion for the appointment of receiver and manager. 
Plaintiff owned the only two £100 debentures issued of a series of five, 
and was the only debenture-nolder or mortgagee of the company. He 
proved that judgments had been recovered against the company, and 
that execution was likely to issue, and contended that he had proved 
jeopardy within Pe New York Tazicah Co.,” Sequin v. The Company 
(supra; 1913, 1 Ch. 1). Clause 3 of the debentures said : ‘‘ The com- 
pany hereby charges with such payments all its plant, machinery, shop 
fittings, and office furniture.”” The value of the plant, &c., made it 
amply sufficient to secure the debentures. Condition 1 was as follows 
‘‘This debenture is one of a series of like debentures of the company 
for securing principal sums not exceeding in the aggregate at any one 
time £500. The debentures of the said series, whether original or not, 
are all to rank pari passu as a first charge on the property hereby 
charged, without any preference or priority one over another, but so 


that the company is not to be at liberty to create any mortgage or 
: Con 


Sargant, J. 


charge in priority to or pari paseu with the said debentures.’’ 
dition 10 sets out the events in which the principal moneys were to become 
There had not, in fact, been any such default as would render 


payable. p 
the principal moneys payable. Under condition 11, if the moneys 
became due under condition 10, and if a receiver were appointed, that 
receiver would have power to enter on the premises and carry on the 
business, and to apply moneys in aid of the property specifically 
charged in the paying off of these debentures. The plaintiff proved 
jeopardy, and contended that because of this clause there was a charge 
to them which entitled them to the appointment of a receiver 
and manager of the whole business The defendant company contended 
that the most the plaintiff could be entitled to, having proved 
ly, was that they should have a receiver appointed of the specific 


given 


jeopar« 
properties charged. 


Sancant, J., after This is a motion for the 


tating the facts, said 








$50 THE SOLICITURS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Sd 


March 20, 1915. 





appointment of a receiver and manager. It arises out of a most 
peculiarly phrased debenture. The debentures are two of £100 each, 
part of an intended series of five similar debentures; only two have 
bean issued. The plaintiff owns both of them. He is the only 
debenture-holder or mortgagee. By tnese debentures a specific charge 
was given in these terms. His lordship then read clause 3 of the 
debenture, as follows :—(3) ‘‘ The company hereby charges with such 
payments all its plant, machinery, shop fittings, and office furniture.”’ 
I'hose are specific and named articles of the nature of fixed capital. 
And after reading condition 1 of the debentures as set out above, he 
continued : The last words, beginning with the word “ but,”’ are 
words which are inserted where there is a floating charge on the pro- 
perty, to make it clear that the licence to deal with the assets of the 
ompany 18 not to extend so as to allow the giving of a mortgage or 
charge of any particular parts of the assets. 1 cannot imply, contrary 
to the specific charge, that these words are to be construed ag a float- 
ing charge. There hag not in fact been any such default under con- 
dition 10 as has rendered the principal moneys payable. His lord 
ship then read condition 11, which he described as a peculiar clause, 
and said: There is no doubt that under that clause, if the moneys 
became due under clause 10, and if a receiver were appointed, that 
receiver would have power to enter on the premises and carry on the 
business, and to apply moneys in aid of the property specifically 
charged in the paying off of these debentures. In that case rights are 
given which no doubt do affect the business of the company. It seems 
to me a very long step from that condition of things to say that 
because of that there is such a charge given to the debenture-holders 
that [| can now appoint a receiver and manager of the business. That 
would be giving effect to a hypothetical power which has not yet arisen. 
In all probability the charge given to the debenture-holder on the 
specific assets should be sufficient. The debenture is only for £200. 
The assets less than two years ago were worth £1,100. There have 
been further assets, but 1 do not take this into account, because, 
although the mortgagee may have a chance of getting them, I cannot 
take a mere chance into account, and, except for a certain amount of 
reat of about £150, there appears to me no debt which can have priority 
to the charge given by the debentures. A clear case has, in my 
Opinion, been made out of jeopardy. Judgments have been recovered ; 
executions are likely to issue. There is a question of the rent, which 
is increasing from time to time The matter is clearly brought within 
the conditions mentioned in the heading of “ Re New York Tazi 
cah Co, (Limited), Sequin v. The Company (supra).”” The only 
security which is capable of being protected is the security comprising 
the specific assets charged | propose to appoint a receiver of the 
plant, machinery, shop fittings, and office furniture of the company, 
as mentioned in the debenture, leaving it an open question whether 
it comprises the additional plant and machinery acquired since the date 
of the debenture Counse., Mark L. Romer, K.C., and Rowlands ; 
KB. Zeitlyn. Sovscrrors, for the plaintiff, Wrentmore & Son; for the 
company, Kenneth Brown, Baker, Baker, & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law,] 


Re CLANDOWN COLLIERY CO. Astbury, J. 2nd February. 


Company —WINDING-UPp—Petirion or Unsecurrp Creprrors—Assets 
Coverrp BY Depentures—Bvusiness Carrizrp on By DepenturRe- 
HOLDER—OPpposiTion By CrepitTors—SpectaL CircumstTances—J vst 
AND Equrraste—Compantes (Consotmpation) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 
69), ss. 129, 141, 145, 219 
in order to wind up a company will be made where it is in the 

interest of innocent creditors that the company should not be allowed 

to go on trading and obtaining credit when hopelessly insolvent. 

Re Alfred Melson & Co. (Limited) (1906, 1 CA. 841) applied. 

There 1s ample jurisdiction to wind up a company although the assets 
will be entirely absorbed in paying off the debentures. 

Re Chic (Limited) (1905, 2 UA. 345) 


This was a petition by a judgment creditor for a compulsory wind 
ing-up of a company under the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 
It was supported by some creditors and opposed by others, and also 
opposed by the company. The creditors opposing had debts amounting 
to twice the value of the debts of the creditors supporting. The com 
pany was insolvent both at the date of the petition and also when the 
petitioner supplied his goods. Judgment had been signed by the 
petitioner and leave obtained to enforce it under the Courts (Emer 
rency Powers) Act, 1914. The chairman, who held all the debentures 
of the company and was one of the two directors, obtained in December, 
1914, the appointment of a receiver and manager of the company’s 
business and assets. He was an unsecured creditor to the extent of 
£10,000, and owned all the preference shares and over 9,500 out of 
10,000 of the ordinary shares, and said the only way the creditors 
could hope to get paid was by carrying on the business, as the total 
issets of the company on a forced sale could not possibly realize the 
wmount of his debentures. The petitioner swore that he supplied 
goods to the company without any knowledge that it was in fact 
insolvent, although the directors must have known that fact, and they 
lleged that the chairman was using his position to obtain goods in 
the company’s name, payment for which he was able to prevent by the 
appointment of a receiver. They said their judgment was unsatisfied, 
and asked for an order. A mining engineer stated that if the damage 
hy flooding was made good at the cost of £1,000 the colliery would be 
worth £25,000 as a going concern. It was contended on behalf of the 





petitioners that there was ample jurisdiction to wind up the company, 
even though the payment off of the debentures would absorb al! the 
assets : He Chic (Limited) (1905, 2 Ch. 345), Re Crigglestone Coal Wo, 
(1906, 2 Ch. 327), Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, »s. 141. 
This is a case where it is just and equitable to wind up under section 
129. The business is being carried on solely for the benefit of th 
debenture-holder, and goods are being ordered in the name of the 
company and not paid for. This should not be done. The case of He 
Alfred Melson & Co. (1906, 1 Ch. 841-844) is very similar to the present 
case, the only distinction being that in toat case there does not appear 
to have been any opposition by unsecured creditors. However, sections 
148 and 219 shew that the court ought to consider, not only the number 
of opposing creditors and the amount of their debts, but also the reasons 
for their opposition, and here they have filed no affidavits as to thei 
reasons. Their opposition should be disregarded : ree Re Great W ext 
ern (Forest of Dean) Coal Consumers Co. (1882, 21 Ch. D. 769). For 
the company it was contended that if it was wound up now, there 
would be nothing for anybody, and that the chairman was acting in 
the best interests of the company. For the creditors opposing the same 
contention was put forward 

Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said : The petitioners and their 
supporters are unsecured creditors for £485. The petition is opposed 
by the chairman, who is a debenture-holder for £10,000 and an wm 
secured creditor for £10,000, and by sixteen other unsecured creditors 
for £1,169. The evidence shews that the petitioners and their sup- 
porters were induced by the company to part with their goods without 
being aware of the company’s insolvency. The insolvency appears 
from the chairman’s own statement. In the case of Re Alfred Melson 
& Co. (supra) Buckley, J., had to deal with a similar question, and I 
adopt his remarks as being entirely applicable to this case. The com 
pany for some time past has not been carrying on its own business, 
but the chairman has been really carrying on his own business in the 
company’s name, and the only suggestion in opposition to the petition 
is that if the company is allowed to go on and obtain further credit 
there is a possibility of better times. I do not think this is a state of 
things that in the interest of innocent and unsecured creditors should 
go on. I accordingly think it just and equitable that the company 
should be wound up, and make the usual order.—CounseL, J. /. ii 
Galbraith; W. R. Sheldon; J. H. Watts; Fairfax Luxmoore. Sorict 
rors, Robbins, Olivey, & Lake, for Hodding & Clark, St. Albans; Stib- 
bard, Gibson, & Co., for Gibson, Pybus, & Pybus, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne; Seymour, Williams, 4: Co., tor Lawrence d& Co., Bristol 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law,] 





High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 
QUIRK ¢. THOMAS. Lush, J. Sth, 9th and 15th February. 


Contract—Breacu or Promise or MARkeniaGE—ActTion AGAINST EXECU- 
Torn—SpreciaL DaMaGe—ACTiIo PERSONALIS MORITUR CUM PERSONA. 


Where there is no obligation affecting property on either side ina 
contract of marriage, the fact that one of the parties suffers pecunary 
loss or special damage from the breach of the contract does not impose 
a liability on the personal representatives of the party who broke the 
contract. 

The plaintiff brought an action to recover damages for breach of 
promise'of marriage, and the defendant died before the pleadings were 
closed. The plaintiff alleged that she had suffered special damage 
through having in 1910 given up a business in consideration of a promut 
by the dece ased to marry her, and to take care of her till he did +o. 

Held, that the right of action did not survive as against the executor, 
because a pecuniary loss suffered by a woman through giving up em ploy- 
ment or a business in contemplation of marriage could not properly b 
treated as special damage flowing from the breach of promuse of mar 
riage, since the plaintiff, under guise of a claim for special damage, was 
really seeking to recover part of the ordinary exemplary damages which 
a jury could have given had the testator lived, 


The plaintiff's claim was for damages for breach of promise ol 
marriage against Sir Griffith ‘thomas, the executor of Arthur William 
Thomas, deceased. The defendant died before the pleadings were 
closed, but the claim was confined to special damage which the plaintiff 
alleged she had suffered through the breach by the testator of his 
promise to marry her. The jury found that the deceased promised te 
marry the plaintiff in June or July, 1909, and on 6th June, 1910, and 
also found that the plaintiff had suffered special damage, and they 
assessed the damages at £350. The learned judge directed the jury ” 
treat the damage which the plaintiff asserted she had suffered as specia! 
damage for the purpose of their verdict. The plaintiff asserted that 
she had been carrying on a profitable business in the sale of hats, and 
that she gave up the , der ted. on 6th June, 1910, in consideration of the 
promise made by the deceased that, if she did so, he would take care ol 
her until they were married, and would marry her. It was contended 
on behalf of the plaintiff that there was a good cause of action against 
the defendant because there had been injury to the plaintiff's estate. 
It was submitted on behalf of the defendant that the rule «ci pe’ 
sonalie moritur cum persona applied, and the plaintiff was not entitled 
to recover. Cur. adv. vult. 
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Lvusn, J., in the course of a written judgment, said the questions 
raised were of considerable difficulty. They were raised and discussed 
in two cases in England, Chamberlain v. Williamson (2 M. & S. 408) and 
Finlay v. Chirney (20 Q. B. D. 494), and in four cases in the American 
courts, which were cited in Finlay vy. Chirney (supra, p. 495). The 
actual point decided in all those cases was that, without proof of special 
damage, an action for breach of promise did not lie against executors. 
It had, however, never been actually held that, in a case like the present 
one, a plaintiff was entitled to succeed. Lord Esher expressed grave 
doubt in Finlay v. Chirney (supra) whether any special damage could 
arise which would support such an action. The reason why general 
damages could not be recovered was that a promise to marry gave rise 
to personal obligations only by both contracting parties, and executors 
did not represent the person, but only the debts and property of their 
testator. As Bowen, L.J., said in PAillips v. Homfray (24 C. D. 439, 
at p. 456), or as Lord Chelmsford said in Peek v. Gurney (6 H. L. C 
37/, at p. 592), an executor is only answerable for his testator’s acts ** in 
respect of his estate.’’ It was clear enough that in cases of tort, the 
tortious act did not at common law impose any liability on the executors, 
whether the party complaining suffered pecuniary loss or special damage 
or not. The principle applied even to an action for trover (Hambly v. 
Yrott, 1 Cowp. 371). Although it was the generally accepted view that 
the maxim actio personalis moritur cum persona applied as aguinst 
the person injured as well as the wrongdoer, the contrary view was 
taken in Bradshaw y. Lancashire and Yorkshire Hailw yw Co, 
{L. R. 10 C. P. 189), which was, however, of doubtful author ity, and was 
followed, but disapproved in Leggott v. Great Northern Radway ( 

(1 Q. B. D. 599). Now, as there was no obligation affecting property on 
either side in a contract of marriage, he failed to see how the fact 
that one of the parties suffered pecuniary loss or special damage from 
the breach of the contract could impose a liability on the executors of 
the party who broke the centract. The executors did not represe: 
the ‘‘ person’ of their testator, and were not concerned with the brea 
of his personal obligations, whatever the damage might be. Notwith 
standing the arrangement or agreement under which the plaintiff gave 


¢ 


nm 
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up her millinery business, there was still, in his opinion, in realit 


and in substance one contract, namely, a mutual contract of mart age, 
and the term which was added providing for the maintenance of the 
plaintiff did not alter the personal character of the obligations on both 
sides. The marriage contract remained a marriage contract, and the 
personal obligations were still personal obligations, and did not become 
commercial undertakings. Even if there were two contracts, and if 
the contract to maintain the plaintiff had to be regarded as a business 
transaction affecting the assets in the executor’s hands, it was on the 
contract alone that he could be responsible, and if any action could 
be brought to recover damages against the executor it would, in his 
judgment, have to be brought for breach of that contract. Notwith 
standing, therefore, the dicta to the contrary, he felt compelled to 
say that a pecuniary loss suffered by a woman through giving up an 
employment or business in contemplation of marriage, or any similar 
loss sustained in such circumstances, could not be properly treated as 
special damage flowing from the breach of the promise to marry. There 
was, in his judgment, a further answer to the plaintiff's contention 
She was claiming, in addition to the sums she had received, the whole 
value of the business given up. That could not, in his opinion, repre- 
sent the damage which she had suffered from the testator’s refusal 
to marry her. The measure of damage must be the loss incurred 
through that refusal (excluding all exemplary or punitive damages) 
which had no relation to the value of the business. The loss of the 
business was not caused by, and did not flow from, the breach of the 
promise to marry at all. The loss was incurred on the faith of the 
two promises being fulfilled ; it was not caused by the breach of either. 
The fact was that the plaintiff, under guise of a claim for special 
damage, was really seeking to recover part of the ordinary exemplary 
damages which a jury could have given had the testator lived. In 
that kind of action the damages might be enhanced or aggravated by 
the conduct of the party who broke the promise, and a jury would 
have been entitled in assessing the damages to take into consideration 
the conduct of the deceased in persuading the plaintiff to give up her 
business on the faith of his promise to marry her, and the damages 
would have been enhanced by reason of that conduct. It was only in 
that way that the plaintiff could have been compensated for her 
Pecuniary loss. For those reasons judgment must be entered for the 
defendant.—CounseL, Waugh, K.C., and J. D. Crawford; Barnard 
Iniley, K.C., and J. H. Watts. Soricrrors, Cohen & Cohen; Eland 
Nettleship, & Butt. 


[Reported by Leonarp C. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





. . 
Court of Criminal Appeal. 
REX +. LIGHT. 22nd Febraary. 
Camuna, Law—Osraintnc Money sy Fatse Prerencrs—Arremrt 
PROSECUTOR NOT MISLED. 

Ona charge of attempting to obtain money or property by false 
Pretences it ia not necessary to prove that the prosecutor has been misled 
by the falee pretences made. 

This was an appeal against conviction for attempting to obtain money 
by false pretences, on which the appellant was sentenced to three 
Months’ imprisonment in the second division. The facts were as 


follows :—The appellant, who described himself as the principal of the 
‘ British Health Institute,’’ held himself out through advertisements as 
having *‘ made arrangements to test the urine of those who so desire for 
a nominal fee of ls. 6d.’’ The prosecutor, having his suspicions aroused 
by the advertisement, sent to the appellant a bottle containing a solu- 
tion of water coloured with potassium bi-chromate and Bismarck brown, 
with a small quantity of soap, but no urine, requesting him to ** analyse 
his water He received a letter from the appellant saying that he had 
analysed the urine, and recommended a course of tonic treatment, for 

It wae argued on behalf of the 
appellant that the conviction could not stand, because the mind of the 
person to whom the false pretences were made had not been affected 
the ‘eby. 

Rowxatr, J., delivered the judgment of the court (Lord Reapixe, 
L.C.J., Row art, and SuHearman, JJ.) as follows We are of opinion 
that this appeal fails. It was said that, on a charge of attempting to 
obtain m« ney by false pretences, the fact that the prosecutor does not 
believe the talse pretences renders a conviction impossible. It is abun- 
dantly clear that a person cannot be convicted of the offence of obtaining 
goods or money by false pretences unless the mind of the prosecutor has 
heen misled by the false pretences, or he has been induced to part with 
his property thereby. But, in ow judgment, it is a complete fallacy to 
suppose that the same principle has any application in the case of an 
attempt only. The false pretences are made by the prisoner with the 
intention of obtaining money thereby. He employs the false pretences 
Possibly the prosecutor disbelieves the 


which the fee would be one guinea 


in an endeavour to get money. 





|} net an open one, 











false statements, and does not give the prisoner money; O1 possibly he 
sends the prisoner money with the intention of carrying the matter 
In either case the prisoner has made false pretences, intending 
thereby to get money, and he has failed because the proscutor has not 
heen misled, as was attempted. It seems to us that there is no difficulty 
circumstances that a prisoner is guilty of an attempt 


furtlier. 


in holding in these 
to obtain money or property by false pretences 

The point passed sub silentio, as if too clear foi 
vument. in 2. v. Roebuck (7 Cox C. C. 126), where the court, not for 
the first time, examined this question, and it was determined precisely 
in BR. v. Hensler (11 Cox C. C. 570). For this reason this appeal must 
be dismissed.—Counsex, C. Doughty; R. D. Muir. Sorscrtors, Sewell, 
Edwards, & Ne vill; The City Solicitor 

[Reported by A. L. B. THEesiGkR Barrister-at-Law.) 


I'he question is really 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re ORLANDO G. HARMAN, A SOLICITOR. C.A. No. 2. 12th and 16th 


February. 

SoLtictron AND CLient—‘‘ Casn Account Practicn on TaxatTion— 
Souicrron AcTING FoR CLIzNT IN VARIOUS CAPACITIES —NUMBER OF 
Crepir Items ENTERED As ‘* CAsH ALLEGED INSUFFICIENT LDENTITY 

MEANING ATTRIBUTED TO ** CASH IN suCH ACCOUNTS—LJIABILITY 
on Souicrrorn to FURNISH PARTICULARS ONLY WHEN VOUCHING HIS 
ACCOUNT. 

1 solicitor acted fora client in the administration of her father's 
estate and business Hie also acted aa her personal saicitor and pro- 
feasonally in other jam ly matters with whi A she waa concerned in 
a cush (which the olicitor delivered eeveral items appeared as 

cash i ely The client claimed that a further and better “ cash 

j vuld he, rendered, alfe ging that the item 

enable her to identify the payments so as to appropriate 


account in question were 


wmeuincient t 


them to th 


different accounts, but the application u refused by the 
judge in chambers 

Held, thet aa iu wa 
accounts 4 this form, subject to their being ] roperly vouched at a later 
shown that justice could thus be done between the 
parties, the refusal of the application was a matter of discretion, ond 
the court would not interfere with the order made by the judge at 
chambe ra. 


the practice of the taxing officers to ar pe ee eh 


dute, ad it wa 


Appeal of E. S. Johnston from a decision of Coleridge, J., in cham 
bers, affirming an order of the master refusing to order a further and 
better cash account to be rendered im the taxing fice between a 
solicitor and his client. So far as material the facts were these : One 
Andrew Glendinning died in October, 1910, leaving a small estate, and 
arrangements were made for carrying on his three vegetarian restaurants. 
In December, 1911, letters of administration were granted to the present 
appellant, who was his daughter, and eventually a company was formed 
to take over the business in 1912 In March, 1914, the appellant 
changed her solicitors. Down to that time Mr. O. G. Harman had 
ated for her as administratrix and in her private capacity; he also 
acted as solicitor for the company, of hich he was secretary and a 
director. On the change of solicitors, Mr. O. G. Harman, pursuant 
to an order of 28th April, 1914, delivered his bills of costs and cash 
“counts, and it was in respect of the latter that the lady sought relief, 
and applied for the order, the subject of the present appeal. At the 
close of the arguments the court intimated that, before giving judgment, 
they would consult with the taxing officers, and the case was adjourned 
for that purpose 

Picxrorp, L.J., in givi judgment, said that to a certain extent 
the appeal had been argued as a question of principle. It was said 
that in principle and in law this account was wrong. He was unable 
to see that that The only principle which could be laid down 
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was that which said that an agent, whether a solicitor or any other 
agent, must render and vouch such an account as would enable proper 
justice to be done between himself and his client. The question here 
was whether the cash account as rendered was sufficient. As some- 
tliing turned on what happened before the taxing master, the court 
thought it well to ask him what really had happened, and also to 
agcertain what was the practice in the taxing office with regard to matters 
of this kind; because, although the court was not bound in any way by 
any practice which was contrary to law or justice, if there was a practice 
with regard to such matters which had been found to produce adequate 
and proper results the court would not lightly disregard it. The ebjee- 
tidns to the accounts were, shortly, these : There were objections to both 
the debit and the credit sides of the account, which it was said did not 
give sufficient particulars. The matter arose out of the administration of 
the estate of one Andrew Glendinning, whose administratrix the 
applicant was. She alleged that the solicitor who had acted since her 
father's death as her personal solicitor and as solicitor to his estate 
for fourteen months before she was appointed administratrix, and as 
soli itor to herself as administratrix, as solicitor to her brother, and 
als. as solicitor for her late mother’s estate, had delivered a cash 
t which did not identify in what capacity he had received or 



















a 
paid certain items appearing in the account. What she objected to 
was that the account as delivered was insufficient to enable her to 






tre either the payments in or the payments out in such a way that 
phe uld appropriate these different credits and debits to those 
different estates, if they had to be appropriated. The objection on 
tl dit side was that there were a large number of items entered 
number indeed—not distinguishing 








large 





ish ’ a 






ait 1s very 
where they came from or what they were. With regard to the credit 
site it is sufficient to say that ample information was provided by 





a hich was written to the applicant's solicitors on 9th June, 
1914 nd the court was also informed that as a regular practice, in 
account in the taxing office, it was perfectly well under 
‘cash ”’ 









a os tor’s cas) 










stood that where an account credited a number of items as 

sim! that meant cash from the solicitor—‘‘ cash from you ’’—and that 
tha s perfectly well known by everybody who had anything to do with 
thes + in the taxing office, and that, according to the practice in 
th. ‘xing office, it would have been sufficient. With regard to the 
delit side, what was said was that the payments out were not suffi- 





dentified in respect to the subject matter for which they were 








4 

mt The substantial complaint on this head came to this—that they 

did not show sufficiently or at all the nature of the debt in respect of 

wh the payments were made. With regard to that the court had 
that the regular method adopted in these matters in 


bee nformed 
the taxing office was that the items should be sufficient to identify the 
respect 





pa nt; that’ the nature of the payment and the debt in 
ot h it was made was not entered in the cash account, but was a 
solicitor when he came to 














matter which had to be supplied by the 

vou 1is account. They were told that that method of rendering and 
v g accounts was found to do préper justice between the parties, 
and there was no reason for interfering with it. It was not a question 
whether it was a right account at law, but whether it was such an 
a t as would enable justice to be done between the parties. When 
the time for vouching came, it would be the duty of the solicitor to 
“ ery information that he possibly could, and properly vouched, 
is : opinion, this account would be sufficient. That, apparently, was 
t pinion of Coleridge. J., and of the master, and therefore the 
question whether this court should order a further account was a 
matter of discretion. In his opinion, this court ought not to do so, as 
t ight not to interfere with the discretion of the learned judge. 















‘] peal would be dismissed, with costs. 

iankes, L.J., in agreeing, said he thought there were no merits at 
al n the appeal He did not think, after the rex eipt of the letter 
‘ June, 1914, which gave the fullest information. that 
t! 1s any real ground of complaint with regard to either side of 
ta nt Appeal dismissed, with costs Counse., for the appel- 
la Holman Gregory, K.C., and FP. Gover; the respondent appeared 
j Peon Sonrrrors, Wingfield, Blew, d} Kenward: Harman & Co. 






(Reported by Exsxiwe Rerp, Barrister-et-Law.]} 





New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


Landon Gazette of 12th March contains the following :— 
\ Proclamation dated 11th March (printed below) adding to the 
I f Contraband. 
I ] n (sazette of 16th March contains the following : 
2, An Order in Council dated 11th March (printed below), 
to iwe of German comme 
\ tice by the War Office 
sitioned article 
A PROCLAMATION 
Annr » THe List or Articies to Be Treatep as ContrRaBAND or War 
Whereas on the twenty-third day of December, 1914, We did issue 
i} Proclamation specifying the articles which it was Our inten 
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dated 16th March (printed below), with 






requ 
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tion to treat as contraband during the continuance of hostilities or unti} 
We did give further public notice, and 

Whereas it is expedient to make certain additions to the lists con- 
tained in the said Proclamation : 

Now, therefore, We do hereby declare, by and with the advice of 
Our Privy Council, that during the continuance of the war or until 
We do give further public notice the following articles will be treated 
as absolute contraband in addition to those set out in Our Royal Pro- 
clamation aforementioned :— F 

Raw wool, wool tops and noils and woollen and worsted yarns. 

Tin, chloride of tin, tin ore. 

Castor oil. 

Paraffin. wax. 

Copper iodide. 

Lubricants. 

Hides of cattle, buffaloes, and horses ; skins of calves, pigs, sheep, 
goats, and deer ; leather, undressed or dressed, suitable for saddlery, 
harness, miljtary boots, or military clothing. 

Ammonia and its salts whether simple or compound ; ammonia 
liquor; urea, aniline, and their compounds. 

And We do hereby further declare that the following articles will 
be treated as conditional contraband in addition to those set out in 
Our Royal Proclamation aforementioned :— 

Tanning substances of all kinds (including extracts for use in 
tanning). 

And We do hereby further declare that the terms ‘“‘ foodstuffs ’’ and 
‘« feeding stuffs for animals ”’ in the list of conditional contraband con- 
tained in Our Royal Proclamation aforementioned shall be deemed to 
include oleaginous seeds, nuts and kernels; animal and vegetable oils 
and fats (other than linseed oil) suitable for use in the manufacture of 
margarine; and cakes and meals made from oleaginous seeds, nuts and 
kernels. 


llth March. 


—_———_ 


Reprisals against Germany. 
ORDER IN COUNCIL. 


Whereas the German Government has issued certain Orders which, 
in violation of the usages of war, purport to dec lare the waters sur 
rounding the United Kingdom a military area, in which all British 
and allied merchant vessels will be destroyed irrespective of the safety 
of the lives of passengers and crew, and in which neutral shipping will 
be exposed to similar danger in view of the uncertainties of naval 
warfare ; 

And whereas in a memorandum accompanying the said Orders 
neutrals are warned against entrusting crews, passengers, or goods to 
British or allied ships ; : 

And whereas such attempts on the part of the enemy give to His 
Majesty an unquestionable right of retaliation ; 

And whereas His Majesty has therefore decided to adopt further 
measures in order to prevent commodities of any kind from reaching 
or leaving Germany, though such measures will be enforced without 
risk to neutral ships or to neutral or non-combatant life, and in strict 
observance of the dictates of humanity ; mali 

And whereas the Allies of His Majesty are associated with Him in 
the steps now to be announced for restricting further the commerce of 
Germany : 

His Majesty is therefore pleased, by and with the advice of His 
Privy Council, to order and it is hereby ordered as follows :— 

I. No merchant vessel which sailed from her port of departure after 
the 1st March, 1915, shall be allowed to proceed on her voyage to any 
German port. 

Unless the vessel receives a pass enabling her to proceed to some 
neutral or allied port to be named in the pass, goods on board any such 
vessel must be discharged in a British port and placed in the custody 
of the Marshal of the Prize Court. Goods so discharged, not being 
contraband of war, shall, if not requisitioned for the use of His 
Majesty, be restored by order of the Court, upon such terms as the 
Court may in the circumstances deem to be just, to the person entitled 
thereto. d 

II. No merchant vessel which sailed from any German port after 
the lst March, 1915, shall be allowea to proceed on her voyage with 
any goods on board laden at such port. 

All goods laden at such port must be discharged in a British or 
allied port. Goods so discharged in a British port shail be placed in 
the custody of the Marshal of the Prize Court, and, if not requisiti ned 
for the use of His Majesty, shall be detained or sold under the direction 
of the Prize Court. The proceeds of goods so sold shall be paid into 
Court and dealt with in such manner as the Court may in the circum 
stances deem to be just. 

Provided that no proceeds of the sale of such goods shall be paid 
out of Court until the conclusion of peace, except on the application of 
the proper Officer of the Crown, unless it be shown that the goods had 
become neutral property before the issue of this Order. 

Provided also that nothing herein shall prevent the release of neutra 
property laden at such enemy port on the application of the proper 
Officer of the Crown. 

III. Every merchant vessel which sailed from her port of departure 
after the lst March, 1915, on her way to a port other than a German 
port, carrying goods with an enemy destination, or which are enemy 
property, may be required to discharge such goods in a British or 
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allied port. Any goods so discharged in a British port shall be placed 
in the custody of the Marshal of the Prize Court, and, unless they are 
contraband of war, shall, if not requisitioned for the use of His 
Majesty, be restored by order of the Court, upon such terms as the 
Court may in the circumstances deem to be just, to the person entitled 
thereto. 

Provided that this Article shall not apply in any case falling within 
Articles II. or IV. of this Order. 

IV. Every merchant vessel which sailed from a port other than a 
German port after the Ist March, 1915, having on board goods which 
are of enemy origin or are enemy property may be required to dis- 
charge such goods in a British or allied port. Goods so discharged in 
a British port shall be placed in the custody of the Marshal of the 
Prize Court, and, if not requisitioned for the use of His Majesty, shall 
be detained or sold under the direction of the Prize Court. The 
proceeds of goods so sold shall be paid into Court and dealt with in 
such manner as the Court may in the circumstances deem to be just. 

Provided that no proceeds of the sale of such goods shall be paid 
out of Court until the conclusion of peace except on the application 
of the proper Officer of the Crown, unless it be shown that the goods 
had become neutral property before the issue of this Order. 

Provided also that nothing herein shall prevent the release of neutral 
property of enemy origin on the application of the proper Officer of 
the Crown. 

V.—(1) Any person claiming to be interested in, or to have any 
daim in respect of, any goods (not being contraband of war) placed in 
the custody of the Marshal of the Prize Court under this Order, or 
in the proceeds of such goods, may forthwith issue a writ in the Prize 
Court against the proper Officer of the Crown and apply for an order 
that the goods should be restored to him, or that their proceeds should 
be paid to him, or for such other order as the circumstances of the 
case May require. 

(2) The practice and procedure of the Prize Court shall, so far as 
applicable, be followed mutatis mutandis in any proceedings conse 
quential upon this Order. : 


VI. A merchant vessel which has cleared for a neutral port from a 
British or allied port, or which has been allowed to pass having an 
ostensible destination to a neutral port, and proceeds to an enemy port 
shall, if captured on any subsequent voyage, be liable to condemnation. 


VII. Nothing in this Order shall be deemed to affect the liability of 
auy vessel or goods to capture or condemnation independently of ‘this 
Order. ; 

VIII. Nothing in this Order shall prevent the relaxation of the 
provisions of this Order in respect of the merchant vessels of any 
eountry which declares that no commerce intended for or originating in 
Germany or belonging to German subjects shall enjoy the protection 
of its flag. é ‘ 

Mth March. 


Army (Amendment) Act, 1915. 
War Once, 


: ; 16th March, 1915. 

The Secretary of the War Office desires to call attention to Section 2 
of the Army (Amendment) Act, 1915, which received the Royal Assent 
om March 16th. Under the provisions of this section the period within 
vhich an application may be made to a county court judge in respect 
of articles requisitioned before the passing of the Act is limited to 
three weeks from the date above mentioned, viz., March 16th. 





New Legislation. 
aft Royal Assent was given on the 16th inst. to the following 
ills :-— 

- Consolidated Fund (No. 2). 

- British Ships (Transfer Restriction) 

. Naval Medical Compassionate Fund. 

. National Insurance (Part I. Amendment) 
National Insurance (Part 11. Amendment). 
Army (Suspension of Sentences). 

Army (Annual). 

Army Act Amendment. 

4 Universities and Colleges (Emergency Powers) 
| Injuries in War (Compensation) (No. 2). 

ll. Irish Police (Naval and Military Service). 
12. Defence of the Realm (Amendment). 

13. Naval Discipline. 

14. Naval Marriages 

15. Legal Proceedings against Enemies. 

16. Customs (War Powers). 

Tl. Defence of the Realm (Amendment) (No. 2). 


eoene orn 
Sreernenr Pre 








A man summoned at Tower Bridge Police Court, on Wednesday, for 

ing his wife, said he had taken up his residence at Rowton House 

of his wife’s “‘nagging.’’. The warrant officer said he had 

“tested several husbands at Rowton House, and they all said the same— 
that they had more comfort than they ever had in their homes, 
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Societies. 
Selden Society. 


The followin is the annual report for the eul 1914 


1. The number of members, notwithstanding losses hy death and 
resignation, remains about the same, and in 1914 was 363 

2. In July, 1914, the ¢ il issued Volume XXX., ‘ Select Bills in 
Evre,”’ edited by Mr. William C. Bolland, being the publication for 
the year. 

The hope expre 1 by the Council in last year's report that 


Volume XXVI.. ‘“* Year Books Seriex, Vol. VI.; Year Books of 4 
Edward I1..”’ edited by Mr. G. J. Turner, being the volume for the 


was sent to the members for the year 1911 


3. The publication for the current year (1915) will be the ‘ Year 
Books of 5 Edward I1.,”’ edited by Mr. William C. Bolland The 


Council hope to present to members as an extra volume for the vear a 
volume on ** Public Works in Medieval Law,” edited by Mr. Cyril 
Flower. 


4. Arranvements have been made for the following further publica 


tious, viz Select Cases Before the King’s Council,’ by Professor 
James F. Baldwin; other volumes of the Year Books of Edward 
Il.”’:; a volume of “ Select Ecclesiastical Pleas,"’ by Mr. Harold D. 


Hazeltine; an edition of the ‘ Liber Pauperum”’ of Vacarius, by Mr. 
F. de Zulueta; a second volume of ‘‘ Public Works in Mediwval Law,’” 
by Mr. Cyril Flower; a volume of ‘‘ Select Entries from the Court 
Books of Chartered Companies / by Mr. Cecil T. Carr; and a volume 
of ‘Select. Cases from the Exchequer of Pleas,’’ by Mr. Hilary 
Jenkinson. 


5. The period of office of Sir Charles Chadwyck Healey, K.C.B., 
K.C., as vice-president having expired, the Council have nominated in 
his place the Right Hon. Lord Parker, of Waddington, who has kindly 
consented to serve The Council desire to record their gratitude to 
Sir Charles Chadwyck-Healey for his services as vice-president during 
the last three years, and are glad to state that he has consented to 
rejoin the Council 


A 


6. Under the rules the following members of the Council retire :-- 
Mr. W. Paley Baildon, Dr. Edwin Freshfield, Sir H. C. Maxwell Lyte, 
the Right Hon. Lord Moulton, and Mr. J. G. Wood No nominations 
have been received under Rule 7, and the Council have nominated Mr 
W. Paley Baildon, Dr. Edwin Freshfield, Sir Charles Chadwyck-Healey, 
K.C.B., K.C., the Right Hon. Lord Moulton, and Mr. J. G. Wood for 


election. 


7. An abstract of the accounts, with the report of the auditors, is 
annexed. 


The annual general meeting will be held in the Council Room, 
Lincoln’s Inn Hall, on Wednesday, 24th March, at 4.30 p.m., when 
Mr. Justice W irrington Vice-President, will take the chair 


The Union Society of London. 


A meeting of the Union Society of London was held at the Lecture- 
room, King's Bench-walk, on Wednesday, the president, Mr. Hgrry 
Geen, in the chair. Mr. A. V. Davies moved That the calling out 
of the special constabulary was unnecessary."’ Mr. W. A. Bright 
opposed, and there also spoke :—Messrs. Landers, Swan, Coram, 
Morden, Willson, Stevens, and Kingham, The motion was lost. 








year 1911. would shortly be issued was fulfilled. In July tuis volume 
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A Trial of Pirates at the Old Bailey. 


‘As an old lawyer [ can remember a gang of foreign pirates and 
murderers being tried and hung at the Old Builey in 1¢64."—Mr 
Frederic Harrison, in the 7imes of the 10th inst. 

A correspondent of the 7'imes writes :—The gang were the crew of 
the ship Flowery Land, which, under the command of Captain John 
Smith, a Scot, left London for Singapore on 28th July, 1865. Twenty 
men, mostly foreigners, sailed with the ship. When she nad been at 
sea about a month one of the crew, a Greek, was tied to the bulwarks 
by order of the mate, John Carswell, for refusing to turn out with the 
watch. This was the beginning of trouble with a desperate band of 
ruffians, and on 10th September they mutinied, and, in circumstances 
of appalling ferocity, murdered the captain, George Smith his brother, 
a passenger, and the mate Carswell. ‘The bodies were thrown into the 
eea, and the assassins commanded Taffir, the second mate, to steer them 
to port. In about three weeks the Flowery Land sighted land on the 
east coast of South America. During these weeks the mutineers had a 
drunken orgy, the supplies being cnampagne and other liquors that 
were part ot the cargo. On sighting land the pirates determined to 
scuttle the ship, to make for the shore in the boats, and represent that 
the vessel they had left was bound from Peru to Bordeaux and had 
foundered at sea, several lives being lost. Holes were bored in the 
bottom of the Flowery Land, and a Chinaman went down with her. 
The steward too was drowned, so the victims numbered «ix in all. 


The pirates landed, but were arrested, and eight of them, all young 
men, were arraigned at the Central Criminal Court on a charge ot 
murdering Captain Smith. Seven were found guilty and sentenced to 
death. ‘Lhe eighth was acquitted, but was subsequently tried for scut 
tling the ship, found guilty, and sentenced to ten years’ penal servi- 
tude. ‘Iwo of those sentenced to death were respited, and the other 
five were hanged outside Newgate on 22nd February, 1864, in the pre- 
sence of one of the biggest crowds ever assembled there for a public 
execution, 








Submarine Prisoners. 


from Sir Harry B. Poland appeared in the 


The 
Limes 


following letter 
of the 17th inst. ; 

Sirn,—Mr. Frederic Harrison has written you three letters on this 
aubject—“‘ torice the brindled cat hath mew’a "—and I think it desir- 
able to make it clear, if Ll can, that what he proposes, in each of his 
letters, should be done, cannot be done. His proposal is this :— 

‘* To hand over the captured gang to Civil justice—say, to Newgate; 
bring them before a duly commissioned court (presided over by Sir 
Edward Clarke or veteran of great authority), remand the 
prisoners until complete evidence of their crimes was obtained, and 
defer actual sentence until it seemed right to proceed to extremities. 
in the meantime, let the world know that we count them criminals—~ 
not honourable enemies.—7Zhe Times, March 10.’ 

In his letter in the Z'imes of March 16 he says :— 

‘* Whether or not the promiscuous slaughter of civilians and sinking 
ships at sight without notice be ‘ piracy and murder’ in strictness ot 
My plea was that the matter should 

| have not proposed any kind 
| ask to have the nature of these 
crimes legally settled according to English law. 


some 


law may be open to argument 
be reguiarly tried in a civil court 
of reprisals or any capital sentence. 

Ail this has been written by and a distinguished 
man of letters, and therefore 1 must seriously reply to it. In order to 
carry out Mr. Frederic Harrison's “the captured gang ”’ 
must be put into the dock at the Bow-street Police Court, the counsel 
for the Crown nominated by the Attorney-General must charge them 
with murder and piracy, state what he considers the law to be, so as to 
justify such and he must then call evidence to establish such 
charges, or one of them; the magistrate must then be asked to commit 
the accused for trial at the Central Criminal Court, where the indict 
ment would have to be preferred and the trial take place before the 
jedges in the event of a true bill having been found, and if a con 
viction took place sentence of death would have to be passed or re 
corded, although Mr. Harrison does not want the convicts to be ** shot 
er hung, * or even sentenced, 


an old lawyer 


proposal, 


A charge, 


Now in this country it is not the practice to have a sham prosecution 
ty satisfy persons who want to know what the law is on a particular 
subject. How the Attorney-General direct a prosecution for 
murder or piracy (capital felonies) unless he is of opinion that there is 
good reason to believe that such crimes have been committed by these 
prisoners which are cognizable by the English courts?’ The crime must 
be proved to have been committed, in the cases referred to, on the high 
seas, within the jurisdiction of the Admiralty of England. 

Professor Holland, in the Times of 15th March, has given his clear 
opinion that these prisoners have not committed the crime of murder or 

uracy for which they could be tried in this country, and I agree with 
him. I do not think there can be the smallest doubt on the point. 

The acts complained of were done animo belligerendi, and if the 
commander of the submarine refused to sink a merchant vessel, when 
he had the opportunity of doing so, he would be liable to be tried 





by court-martial in Germany for refusing to obey orders, and duly 
punished for such offence. 

It is, however, clear that nothing but a trial of these prisoners at 
the Central Criminal Court or in some civil court will satisfy Mr, 
Frederic Harrison. 

I should like, in conclusion, to be allowed to express my entire 
concurrence with the quiet and dignified letter of Lady Selborne. 

Your obedient servant, 


Inner Temple. Harry B. Potanp. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Society. 


Untversity or Loxpon Law Srupents’ Soctery.—At a meeting, 
held on Tuesday, 16th March, 1915, at University College (Mr. R. F. 
Levy, president, in the chair), the subject for debate was :—* That the 
system of International Groups (Balance of Power in Europe) is 
menace to the Peace of the World.’’ Mr. A. A. Carreras opened in the 
affirmative, and Mr. C. R. Morden in the negative. The following 
members also spoke :—Messrs. Perez, Bradbury, Lincoln, and Innis, 
The leaders replied, and, on the motion being put to the meeting, 
was carried by 8 to 6 votes. 








Companies, 
Equity and Law Life Assurance Society. 


The sixty-eighth annual general meeting of the Society was held, on 
Monday, the loth inst., at the offices, 18, Lincoln’s Inn-nelds. 

The report stated that the new business amounted to £596,101 under 
347 policies, of which £470,845 had been retained by the society, 

The gross new premiums amounted to £42,553. 

The amount of the total assurances in force at the end of the year 
was £12,313,731. 

Excluding reversions, capital stock of the Law Reversionary L[nterest 
Society, Limited, outstanding premiums and interest and cash at bank, 
the funds were invested at the end of the year to produce £4 9s. 3d. 
per cent. 

The claims by death under 172 policies amounted to £507,350, and 
166 endowment assurances amounting to £135,942 matured. Apart 
from deaths due to the war, the mortality has been very favourable. 

The total funds amounted at the end of the year to £5,160,832. The 
net sum written off as depreciation on re-valuation of assets was 
£80,694, in adaition to which £50,000 was transferred to an invest 
ments reserve fund. 

The expenses of management, including commission, amounted 
only £10 us. 3d. per cent. of the premium income, 

ihe chairman, at the outset of his remarks in moving the adoption 
of the report, expressed great regret at the death ot Mr. Edwara 
Moberly, and at the retirement from the board of Sir Howard Elphin- 
stone, Bt., and Mr. Bowling Trevanion through failing health, and 
remarked that he had himseit thus become the senior director. Mr. 
John George Butcher, K.C., M.P., Mr. Harry Mitton Crookenden (of 
the firm ot Messrs, Francis & Crookenden), and Mr, Charles Wigan 
(of the firm of Messrs. Wigan, Champernowne, & Prescott) were 
elected to fill the vacant seats at the board, 


Sas" ant 


British Law Fire Insurance Co, (Limited). 


The ordinary general meeting of the company was held on the 12th 
inst. at the Cannon-street Hotel, Mr. M. F. Monier-Williams (chairman 
of the board of directors) presiding. The directors submitted their 
report and the accounts for the year ending 31st December, 1914. The 
gross premium income from all sources for the year is £157,116 18s. ld., 
and the net premium income is £133,065 6s. 7d., as against 
£128,564 1s. 7d. last year, an increase of £4,501. The net fire premium 
income is £110,526 6s. 2d., an increase of £1,923 5s. 7d. The fire 
claims paid and outstanding, together with the Metropolitan Fire 
Brigade and Salvage Corps charges, amount to £39,748 5s. 4d., as 
against £42,376 19s. 10d. in the previous year, and shew a loss ratio 
to premium income of 36 per cent., as compared with 39 per cent. ™ 
1915. Employers’ liability premiums amount to £12,782 5s. 5d. In 
vestments have produced in interest and dividend £17,622 18s. 8d 
The accounts shew an available balance of £64,503 18s. 1d. The 
directors declare a total dividend for the year of 174 per cent., leaving 
a balance of £40,278 7s. 10d. to be carried forward. 








Mr. Alfred Sykes, aged sixty-nine, of Woodville, Thongsbridge, Hvd- 
dersfield, Yorkshire, formerly in business as a solicitor, and aiterw 
as a woollen manufacturer, chairman of the Halifax Joint Stock Bank- 
ing Company (Limited), of Smedleys Hydropathic Company (Limited), 
lately chairman of the Huddersfield Chamber of Commerce, and of the 


West Riding Millowners’ and Occupiers’ Association, left estate of tha 


gross value of £101,880, 
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Obituary. 


Mr. A. H. Robotham. 


Mr. Alpheus Henry Robotham, the head of the firm of Robotham & 
Co., solicitors, of St. Mary’s-gate, Derby, died on Sunday, the 7th inst. 
Up to a short time ago he was able to take an active interest in matters 
of business, but his health began to fail recently. Mr. Robotham was 
born on 24th March, 1833, and was thus nearly eighty-two years old. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1857, when he joined his father in prac- 
tice. 

The firm can look back with pride upon an existence covering nearly 
scentury. Mr. Robotham was, with a single exception, the oldest prac- 
tising solicitor in Derby, the premier place belonging to Mr. C. K. 
Eddowes, who was admitted in 1855, and is therefore senior solicitor of 
the town. Mr. Robotham enjoyed an extensive town and county prac 
tice, his reputation as a sound and skilful lawyer standing very high, 
and his professional services were sought by many of the oldest and 
best-knowa local families. He was a man of charming disposition and 
culture, and although not actively sharing in public affairs, he took the 

st interest in the welfare of his native town. One who knew him 
well describes him as belonging to that race of professional men who 
adorn their profession by their dignity, old-world courtesy, and high 


principles. 
Mr. Robotham married Miss Blews, of Edgbaston, Birmingham, who 
survives him, with two sons and three daughters. His sons are 


Alderman W. Blews Robotham, who was Mayor of Derby 1908-9, and 
Mr. A. R. Robotham, both of whom are partners in the firm. Mr. 
Blews Robotham’s eidest son (Mr. Gordon Robotham), who is articled 
to his father, is now an officer in the Territorial Force (Sherwood 
Foresters), 








Legal News. 
Appointment. 


Mr. Witttam Lrewetyn Witttams, K.C., M.P., has been appointed 
to be Recorder vf Cardiff, in place of the Right Hon. Sir David Bryn- 
mor Jones, K.C., who has been appointed a master in lunacy, 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Ricuanp Catrarns and Gtanvite. Ricwarp CarttarNs, solicitors 
(Cattarns & Cattarns), Billiter-buildings, 22, Billiter-street, London, 
E.C, December 31. 

Mitcnet. TempteTon and Epwarp Cox, solicitors (Templeton & 
Cox), 9, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, London, E.C. March 8 In 
future such business will be carried on by the said Mitchell Templeton. 

[Gazette, March 12. 

Epwarp MartLanp and Witt1am Ware, solicitors (Maitland, Peck- 

m, & Co.), 17, Knightrider-street, E.C. The said William Ware 
retires from business as from the 6th March, 1915, and the said Edward 
Maitland will continue to practise in conjunction with George Washing- 
ton Fox and Harry Ambrose Philip Hatten, of 57, Eden-street, King- 
ston-on-Thames, and 8, Queen-street, Cheapside (Washington Fox & 
Hatten), at 17, Knightrider-street, E.C., and 57, Eden-street, Kingston 
on-Thames, as from the 8th inst., under the style of Maitland, Peck 
ham, Washington Fox, & Hatten, 


Information Required. 


HENRY ROFE, late senior partner in the firm of H. Rofe & Son, 
of 8, Victoria-street, S.W., consulting engineers, and of 8, Powis- 
square, W.—Any person having the custody of a will, or any knowledge 
or information respecting a will, of the above-named Henry Rofe, who 
died at 8, Powis-square aforesaid, on 2nd March, 1915, is requested to 
communicate immediately with Messrs. Maude & Tunnicliffe, Arundel 

ouse, Arundel-street, London, W.C. 


General. 


A return has been issued from the Home Office giving the names of 
_ahens to whom certificates of naturalization or re-admission to 
ritish nationality have been issued during the year ended 31st Decem- 
ber last. It appears, says the 7'imes, that 1,149 aliens from European 
countries were naturalized and sixty-two from other countries, including 
fifty-three from the United States of America, making a total of 1,211, 
&$ against 1,709 in 1913. Of Europeans, the largest number, 449, came 
Russia, but 293 came from Germany, eighty-nine from Austria- 
Ungary, and twenty-four from the Ottoman Empire. The number of 
seamen serving in British ships, who are included in the figures, 

was 189. The number of Germans naturalized was smaller than in any 


Fear since 1908, 





A Reuter telegram from The Hague of the 12th inst. says that the 
Staats Courant of that date contained a notification that foreign mer- 
cantile vessels in Dutch ports hoisting a Dutch flag, or using inter- 


anywhere on the ship distinctive marks which give the appearance of 
being of Dutch nationality, or of belonging to Dutch owners, will be 
subjected to measures gone: their aeparture from Dutch territory 
or their passage through Dutch territorial waters. 

The military authorities in Egypt, says the 7'imes Cairo correspon- 
dent, under date 14th inst., have appointed a British controller of the 
Egyptian estates of the Khediva mother and of Prince Said Halim, 
the Turkish Grand Vizier. The Khediva mother is a very wealthy 
landed proprietor, and since Abbas Hilmi is now unable to receive the 
income of his own estates owing to its sequestration, his mother is the 
most likely source for the provision of means to continue locally and 
elsewhere his anti-English plotting. Prince Said Halim is also an exten- 
sive landowner in Egypt. 

Mr. Harry Wilmot Lee, aged sixty-six, of Gelligemlyn, Dolgelly, 
Merioneth, of 26, Basil-street, Knightsbridge, 8.W., and of Monks 
Horton Park, Hythe, Kent, solicitor, of Messrs. Lee, Bolton, & Lee, of 
the Sanctuary, Westminster, 8.W., for some years High Bailiff of the 
City of Westminster, legal secretary to the Archbishops of Canterbury 
since 1870 and to several Bishops, Registrar of the Charterhouse 1876- 
1910, and from 1900-1912 Principal Registrar of the Province of 
Canterbury and Clerk to Convocation, left unsettled property £33,752. 

A return has been issued as a Parliamentary paper of the number of 
alien enemies, not including prisoners of war, who were still interned 
on Ist November and on the first day of each of the months of Decem- 
ber, January, and February, and also the number released in each of 
those months. In November the number interned was 17,283, in 
December 18,205, in January 18,333, and in February 18,670. The 
number released in November was 850, in December 1,113, in January 
717, and in February 233. 

In the House of Commons on Monday Mr, Primrose, replying to Mr, 
Pollock, said : The number of German male subjects repatriated is the 
following Under seventeen, 262; over fifty-five, 250; between seven- 
teen and fifty-five, 283. Those between seventeen and fifty-five con- 
sisted of doctors, ministers of religion, Consular officers, and persons 
suffering from some serious disease, such as pulmonary tuberculosis, 
Doctors, ministers of religion, and Consular officers are released under 
the various agreements with the German Government. The diseased 
men were released in the public interest, many of them coming from 
camps of internment. Austro-Hungarians : Under eighteen, ninety-two ; 
over fifty, 154; between eighteen and fifty, 296. Those between eighteen 
and fifty consisted of doctors, ministers of religion, and persons certi- 
fied medically unfit for military service, all three classes being covered 
by the terms of an agreement with the Austro-Hungarian Government. 
Mr. Primrose further informed Mr. Pollock that the agreements with 
Germany and Austria for the repatriation of German and Austrian men 
could, if found desirable, be terminated by this country at any time; 
otherwise, and provided that they were not terminated by the other 
side, they would remain in force throughout the continuance of the war. 








The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
“Oxford” Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes” and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 


expensive. The ‘Oxford ’’ is only genuine when connected with the 
name of WitttAM Baker & Co.—[ADvT.] 








Herrina, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making « speciality of valuations of every class of pro 

erty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 

heapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 

Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY APPEAL Count ™, Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. Rota. No, 1 OYCE. WARKINGTOM 
Monday Mar. 22 Mr. Synge Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Church Mr. Farmer 
Tueeds¥ csscee Charch borrer Farmer Synge 
Wednesday .. 2 Farmer Leach; Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Thursday .... 2% Bloxam Charch Leach Goldschmidt 
Friday ...... 23 Greswell Synge Borrer Leach 
Saturday ... 2 Jolly Farmer Greswell Church 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Jastice 

Date. NEVILLE. Eve. SARGANT. ASTBURY. 

‘onday Mat. 22 Mr. Jolly Mr. Leach Mr. Borrer Mr. Bloxam 
> ss | Greswell Goldschmidt Leach Jolly 
Borrer Church Greswell Synge 
Synge Greswell Jolly Farmer 
Farmer Jolly Kloxam Church 
Bloxam borrer Synge Goldschmidt 





national identification marks belonging to Dutch vessels, or painting. 
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The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions and Property. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & CRANPIELD held their usual Fortnightly Sale at the Mart, 
Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the fol'owing lots were sold at the 
prices mentioned :— 


ABSOLUTE REVERSION :— 
To about £1,6% 
To £1,000.. 


LEASEHOLDS3 :— 


7 and 9. Shacklewell-lane, Dalston ” 
70 and 72, Cavendish-roa1, Harringay, ‘sold P ir ate ly before auc tion. 


A limited supply of property only was availiable on 17th March at Tokenhouse-yard, 
but of this the greater part changed hands. For a block of freehold business premises 
in Wilson-street, Finsbury, producing £307 18s. per annum, Messrs. Edwin Fox, Burnett, 
and Baddeley secured £2,700, while for a freehold house and shop in Margate, known as 
Harbour House, they realised £900. In addition they placed freehold ground-rents of 
£40 per annum, with reversion in 33 years, arising from property in Haverstock-hill, 
for £1,000. The only unsold lotein the day's list formed part of this last estate, the 
total collections involved bein ¢ £130 per annum. 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Liutrep 1 Omawozer. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar 12. 


JaMes Yates & Sos, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 31, to send 
their names an addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Thomas Butterfield, 0, Market st, Bradford, liquidator. 


OLDHAM & WiLay, Lrp. (In VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Harry Nelson Phillips, 284, Basinghall st, E.C., liquidator. 


JOINT BSTOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 16. 


BooTs & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, to send their names 
aud addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Robert 
Craske, Borstal, Rochester, Kent, liquidator. 


GarirriTus & Co, CONTRACTORS, LTD. —Creditors are required, on or before April 24,to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
Cooper, 30, Moorgate st, liquidator 


BONINGTON, LtpD.-—Creditors are requirel, on or before March 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to D. Harold Jeboult, 9, 
Walbrook, liquidator 


THE BRITISH STEAM SHIPPING Uo, LTD. —Creditors are required, on Or before April 19, 
to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William P. Annear, Mount Staart sq, Cardiff, liquidator. 


TRE RAWLINSON HupsoN Motor Car DistRiputine Co, Ltp.—Creditors are require!, on 
or before Mar. 23, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their 
debts or claims, to E. Brown, Williams mews, Seymour pi, Bryanston sq, liquidator. 


Rex MOTOR MANUFACTURING Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 12 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claima, 
to Albert Edward Sherrey, 131, Edmund st, Birmingham, liquidater. 


San?P, Lap.—Creditors are required, on or before April 7, to send their names and 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Gabriel Morrish, 
34-36, Gresham st, liqul lator. 
UNIVERSAL Fitm Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, ov or before April 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to M. D. Browne, 
care of Messrs. Butter, Viney & Co, 63, Coleman st, liquidators. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette. —¥FRIDAY, Mar. 12. 
Robert Park and & Co (India), Ltd. British Novelty Works, Ltd. 
United Silica and Minerals, Ltd. Green Jacket Steamship Co, Ltd, 
Oil Shale Products, Ltd. Santos Syndicate, Lt. 
Fallot Incandescent Light Co, Ltd. Northy Syndicate, Ltd. 
La Minera Syndicate, Ltd. Paramors, Ltd. 
Autotrailers, Ltd. Baring & Co, Ltd. 
Hove Baths and Laundry Co, Ltd. Anglo-French Food Co, Ltd. 
London Gazette.—TUBSDAY, Mar. 16. 
John Findlay Co, Ltd. 
J. W. Gibson, Ltd. 
British Prometheus Co, Ltd. 


Bonington, ! td. 
Griffiths & Co, Contra tors, Ltd 


Madame Iris, Ltd, Shrewsbury. 

Cape Ostrich Feather Co, Ltd. 

Elstree Brick and Tile Co, Ltd 

Mid Wales Motor Engineering Co, Ltd. 
Lester Macken zie, Ltd. 










Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar 12. 


ABRAHAMSON, PHILIP ALEXANDER, Highbury quad, Highbury April 30 Chester & Co 
Bedford row 

ASHTON, WILLIAM, Eccles, nr Manchester April 12 Bowden, Manchester 

ASHTON, HARRIET, Brereton, Rugeley April 30 Shelton & Co, New ct, Lincoln's ina 

BARRETT, JOSIAH JEANES, Leckhampton, Glocs, Farmer April 14 Rickerby & Co, 
Cheltenham 

BARRON, MARY ANN, South Ascot, Berks April 10 Douglas, Copthall ct 

Brypen, RICHARD JosepH, Milton next Gravesend, Surgeon April 1% Micchell & 
Macartney, Gravesend 

BULLOCK, JAMES, Evesham, Worcestershire, Carpenter April 10 Smith & Smith, 
Evesham 

Burorss, JoserH, Leicester, Elastic Web Manufacturer April 16 Harvey & Clarke, 
Leicester 

CARR, FRANCES ELIZABETH CHARLOTTE, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Thompson, Newcastle upon Tyne 

CARTER, CATHERINE, Kenton, Torquay April$ Hooper & Wollen, Torquay 

Caw, Isopgt Mary, Hest Bank, nr Lancaster Aprili Boocock & Son, Hal ifax 

COLLICK, THoMas, Lydd, Kent, Farmer April2 Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 

Cooke, HENRY MARK, Handsworth, Birmingham, Electro Plate Manufacturer April 1? 
Adcock & Simmons, Birmingham 

CRESSWELL, ELIZABETH JANE ISABBLLA Baker, Chathill, Northamberland May 1 
Dickson & Co, Alnwick 

Curry, Joun Wess, West Smithfield, Meat Salesman April 20 Pearce & Sons, Wet 
Smithfield 

DAVEY, SARAH, Timperley, Chester April13 Heath & Sons, Manchester 

DELVES, DAVID, Frant, Sussex, Baker May 1 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Dyson, FRANK, Rastrick, Yorks April 20 Barber & Jessop, Brighouse 

FORBES, MATILDA, Swansea April 17 Viner & Co, Swansea 

FREEMAN, Eviza JosErHise, Teddington, Middix Aprii 24 

FREER, JOHN, Kettering Maril9 Bryan, Kottering 

Gayton, Emm, Fladgate rd, Leytonstone Aprilié Millar & Sons, 
London Bridge 

Gipson, THOMAS, Great Barr, Staffs,Farmer April 19 James & Co, Birmiogham 

GRrEssos, MARY ANNE, Weybridge, Surrey May 1 Douglass, Copthall ct 

HALE, ROBERT, Putney Heath, Licensed Victualler, April 26 Houstoun, Bedford row 

HALL, WILLIAM, Doncaster April19 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

HoWARD, Sir FreogRicK, Bedford April2l1 Bower & Co, Breams bidgs, Chancery la 

HUTCHINSON, TERESA, Pendleton, Lancs April20 Mitchell, Shrewsbury 

Iawin, Josgrn Boot, Shipley, Yorks April 14 Hatfleld, Shipley 

JACKSON, ANN Exiza, Whitley Bay April l6 Bramwell & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Jones, THOMAS, Darowen, Montgomery, Farmer April 14 Gillart, Machynileth 

LANT, MARY ANN, Southsea April 19 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 


April % Dees & 


Walton & Hurd, Fore st 


St Thomas #, 


—_—, 





= 





THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MOoOoORGATE STREET, tLt.0NDON, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERSB. 


Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 07 


application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 





é 
pt 


FEREE EE GE FE ER 


é 
EEG Ea ERE 


AE 


ni E 


wick ot cd 


BGGa 555 5 FGF 


i 












r& Co 


jun 
& Co, 


hell & 
Smith, 
Clarke, 
Dees & 


April 17 
May 1 


5, West 


Fore st 


nas’ st, 











“March 20, 191s. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 59.] 357 
=—— ——— = m= 


(ms, Many IssABELLA, Harlesden, Middix Aprill2 Allistone, Bedford row 
joupom, FLonEsCE ELizapeEru, Eunersdale rd, Lewisham April 20 Dowding, South 


4 
ame, Lt Col Watrer LATHAM, St John’s pk, Blackheath April 19 Barnard & 
Taylor, Lincoln's inn fields 
fows, Huey STANLEY, Wetherby mns, Earl's ct sq Aprili5 Nunn & Co, Colwyn 
Bay 


yansn, Janz, Ashton in Makerfield Mar 20 Taylor & Co, Wigan 
wsermetD, RICHARD Briscox, Westward Ho, Devon April3 R & C B Masefield, 
Ledbury 


Msapworns THOMAS, Orcop, Herefo~d Aprill5 Wallis, Hereford 
yoouELL, LEONARD WILLIAM, Devonshire pl, St Marylebone May 10 Greenwell & Co, 
Berners st 


yoants, ELLEN Frances, Bournemouth Aprill4 Mawby & Co, Queen st 

wounds, Isaac, Gravesend April 12 Mitchell & Macartney, Gravesend 

yout, ALFRED BaknarpD April 15 Lougnborough & Co, Austin friars 

goats, THOMAS, Grittenham, Wilts, Farmer April 12 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 

makes, GeorGR, Halesowen, Worcester April 19 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

= West Dereham, Norfolk April 8 Reed & Wayman, Downham 
« 


muace, DAN, Fordington, Dorset Mar25 “Logan, Dorchester 

pans, EpLestow, New Brighton, Chester April 9 Lowndes & Co, Liverpool 

pusies, Tom, Porlock Weir, Somerset, Commercial Traveller April 24 Jennens & 
Jennens, Kentish Town rd 

permven, JOSEPH CHARLES, Folkestone, April2i Hall, Folkestone 

pours, James, King Edward rd, South Hackney April 10 Randall & Son, 
Copthall bidgs 

tum, Guerav, Didsbury, Manchester, Merchant April 9 Boote, & Co, Man- 
chester 


uurmeLy, Mary, Exmouth, Devon April10 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 
aeraane, JAMES BENJAMIN, Croydon, Undertaker April 10 Edridge & Co., 
Oroy 


sav, JaMEs KIDNEY, Manchester, Merchant April9 Boote & Co, Manchester 

gurg, ARTHUR, Kettering Mari19 Bryan, Ketterihg 

@asemn, HENRY, Moseley, Birmingham April24 Beale & Co, Birmingham 

oe Sain, Hightown, Crewe, Hotel Keeper April 17 Whittingham, Nant- 


Tustay, EMILY, Clifton, Bristol April 24 Barry & Harris, Bristol 

amy, Coreen CrorL, Earith, Huntingdon, Hay Merchant April24 Day, St Ives 
unts 

Taasrer, Nora REBECCA, Little Stretton, Salop April 10 Nutsey & Payne, Shrews 


faorrer, Lieut ARCHIBALD, Barton Hartshorn, Bucks Aprill5 Radcliffes & Hood’ 
Craven st 

Wasveton, Peres, Threlwall,) Chester, Farmer April13 Browne & Co, Warr- 
ington 


Yueut, EDWARD, Leamington, Warwick, Solicitor May i Wright & Co, Leam’ 
ington 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Mar. 16. 


Auoock, GeorGE, Nottingham April 10 J &A Bright, Nottingham 
Asparws, Epwarkp WILLIAM, Linden gdns, Hornsey In April 19 Spanton, New 
Broad st 


vor ~ mma VIOLET, Tunbridge Wells April 30 Stow & Co, Lincoln's inn 

8 

Buartrs, ame Morpeth, Building Contractor April 12 Brumell & Sample, 
Morpet. 


loots, Many Any, Holme,nr Holmfirth, York April15 Kidd & Co, Holmfirth 
MOWSING, JAMES ALEXANDER, Aldershot Mar 30 Simpson & Mason, Higham Ferrers, 
Northamptonshire 


(uma, Ev1za, Southampton April19 Waller & Thornback, Southampton 

(axioss, RICHARD ROYAL, Princes st, Oxford st, Licensed Victualler April 25 White 
& Leonard, Bank bidgs, Ludgate cir 

Cavra, GzcrGE, Southampton, Stationer April 30 Stephens & Locke, Southampton 

Guprr, StePHeN Henny, Plaish Hall, Salop, DSO April 26 Green, Stockport 

(apican, Jamus JosePH, Maldon, Essex Aprili4 Melly, Liverpooi 

bigtinetow, FreD, Rushton, Staffs, Farmer April 17 Whittingham, Nantwich 

Davigs, Many ANw, Hoylake, Chester Apri! 20 Hudson, Hoylake 





DESPREZ, MARIE LovisE, Woodstock rd, Golder’s Green April 26 Stileman & Neate 
Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
DRUMMOND, DAVID RopeErt, Charing cross April17 Boodle & Co, Davies st 
DURAND, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Piccadilly April l4 Beachcroft & Co, Theobald’s rd 
ELLIorr, JouN CHARLES, Arkona, Lambton, Ontario, Canada June 12 Heywood & Co 
Manchester 
FARNALL, FLORA VINCENT, Blackheath April 20 Diplock, Linceln's inn fields 
FaRRAR, THOMAS Lister, Dunham Massey, Chester April 27 Farrar & Co, Map 
chester 
GINSBERG, Jacon, Manchester, Merchant April 24 Cottrill, Manchester 
GRAY, ELIZABETH Louisa, and JAMES BENJAMIN GRAY, Transvaal, South Africa 
April 20 Benjamin & Cohen, College hill chambra, College hill 
GUTRIDGE, HENRY, Liverpool, Solicitor April 30 Anthony & Imlach, Liverpool 
HALL, Ruts, Eastbourne April 22 Storey & Sons, Sunderland 
HARDING, THOMAS, High rd, Tottenham April 16 Pettiver & Pearkes, College hill 
HARRAP, SARAH ELIZA, Brownswood rd, Finsbury Park April 16 Russell, Broadway, 
Bexley Heath 
HE&LY, Mrs. EMrty JANE, Bournemouth April2t Freame & Co, Gillingham, Dorset 
HULL, JULIA CHARLOTTE, Sevenoaks April12 Laces & Co, Liverpool 
INGRAM, MARTHA, Southampton April 30 Stephens & Locke, Southampton 
Jones, EMILy ELizasern, Ton Pentre,Glam Aprill6é Cule & Cule, Pentre 
Jonks, RICHARD, Runcorn, Chester, License! Victualler Mar 27 Linaker & Linaker, 
Runcorn 
Kino, Fanny Louisa, Worthing April12 Potter & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Leak, WILLIAM, Manchester April 17 Slater & Co, Manchester 
LE ~~ Sir Henry Dents, Chobham pl, Sarrey April 26 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's 
nu elas 
LYALL, CHARLES GroRGR, Tangley, Hants April 17 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 
OAKLEY, red GARRETT, Southampton April 30 Stephens & Locke, South 
ampton 
OLDHAM, SARAH, Nelson, Lancs Mar 31 Clifton, New ct, Lincoln's inn 
OLIVER, ABRAHAM, Long Sutton, Lincs, Farmer April 16 Mossop & Mossop, Long 
Sutton 
OLIVER, ANN ELIZABETH, Long Sutton, Lincs April 16 Mossop & Mossop Long 
Sutton 
OLIVIER, ROBERT HAROLD, late Captain in His Ma'esty’s Duke of Cornwall's Light 
Infantry Regiment April 30 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
PsCKER, JoHN HENRY, Mansell rd, Acton, Grocer April27 Thrupp & Co, Wigmore st 
PaGE, MARY Sopnta, Aylesbury, Bucks April 21 Stuchbery, Maidenhead 
PARTRIDGE, WILLIAM, and ANNA PARTRIDGE, Cofton, Devon April13 Partridge & 
Cockram, 'tiverton 
PONTIFEX, FANNY, St Leonards on Sea May! Chalinder & Berington, Hastings 
—— Colone! FREDERICK Duncay, CIE, Reigate April 80 Bolton & Co, Teupie 
gdns 
ROACH, SAMUEL, Belmont Saint Davids, Pembroke Mayi1l Jones & Rees, Liverpool 
ROBINSON, JOHN, Accrington, Plumber April 30 Sprake & Son, accrington 
Rooper, - “ed HENRY GODOLPHIN, Bexhill April10 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln's inn 
elds 
Ross, GEORGE CHARLES CUMBERLAND, Rathmines, Dublin May 8 Tyler, Clement's 
nn 
Rowe, s.r Chipping Campden, Glos April 10 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 
SALES, PHILLIPPA FLEANOR, Blackheath April 20 Hughes-Narborough & Thomas, 
Greens end, Woolwich 
SALES,SARAH PHILLIPPA, Lee, Kent April 20 Hughes-Narborough & Thomas, Greens 
end, Woolwich 
SHEPPARD, JoHN PETER, Seely rd, Mitcham rd, Tooting April 22 Cooper, Frederick's 


Smoat, HANNAH, South Shields April 12 Crofton, South Shields 

SMITH, ARTHUR GvuY, Broughton rd, Ealing May3 Tyler, Clement's inn 

STAPLEY, Marky CHARLOTTE, Brighton Aprill7 Woolley & Bevis, Brighton 

STEPHEN, ALBERT ALEXANDER LESLIF, Market Harborough, Leicester April 18 
Williainson & Co, Sherborne In 

UNDERWOOD, WALTER CHRYSTIE, Ipswich April2 Ward & Co, Harwich 

Virein, EMILY, Cheltenham Aprill Williams, Cheltenham 

Watts, CAROLINE SorH!a, Linden gdns, Bayswater April 12 Jones & Blakeway, 
Gloucester 

WILDE, GRORGE ARNOLD, Loxley, Sheffield, Architect April 20 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Ca, Aoeaee, Ist Battalion Irish Guards April 16 Russell, Broadway, Bexley 

eath 
WINTERFELDT, LOUISE, Grasse, France April 30 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton ay 











towns; in doing eo it acts as a CE 


in which they 


Staffordshire Potteries. 





HOME MISSIONS. 


The ADDITIONAL CURATES SOCIETY provides assistant Clergy for 

the slums and poorer suburbs of — 4 cities, and for mining and other industrial 
TRAL AGENCY ior conveying help 

to those parts of the country where pressure is greatest. The Society's work is 
of very real importance at the present moment. It enables Churchpeople in any Vietuslier Oxford Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 
— part to send m to those needy places which are beyond the border of the 
rag? * Sy yA pe gy aes be helped by their contribution 
its Diocesan Finance. In this way, the A.C.S. is giving great help to the HANDLEY, JOHN, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Repairer 
— poor districts of South London and “ London yas, F Border.” to the “ is ae 
lery regions of South Wales, and to parishes in the Black Country and the 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—TURSDAY, Mar. 12, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ABRAHAM, JAMES CASLEY, Exeter, Baker Exeter Pet 
Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

BRENCHLEY, Henry EMMANUEL, Crewe, Furniture Manu- 
facturer Nantwich Pet Mars’ Ord Mar 8 

CALVERT, CHARLES Henry, Keighley, Yorks, Greengrocer 
Bradford Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 

CASTLE, DONALD, Tokenhouse bidgs High Court Pet 
July 6 Ord Mar 10 

CURRELL, Percy Ricnarp, Woodstock, Oxford, Licensed 


EVANS, D4NtEL, Mountain Ash, Glam, Grocer Aberdare 
Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

GISBENS, SYLVESTER, WILLIAM, Seaford, Sussex, Furnitare 
Dealer Lewes Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 


Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 8 
HARRISON, ARCHIBALD C Graeme. Curragh, Ireland High 

Court Pet June 26 Ord Oct 7 . 
Harrison, WILLIAM Henry, Jackfleld, Salop, Licensed 

Victualler Shrewsbury Pet Mar 8 Ord s 
Hopkin, Tom, Dewsbury, Yorks, Fried Fish Dealer 


AGS. Office :14, GREAT SMITH STREET, LONDON, 8. W. ge MO 4 4 


Jackson, WILLIAM, Cl.theroe, Hay 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Mar 8 



















Fade SAS omen rang 
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Kino, CHARLES, Whitchurch,Glam, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
Mar 9 Ord Mar 9 

Maxt™, 8 MAXIMILIAN, New Bond st Hizh Court 
April 16 Ord Mar 10 

Mowanay, Jons CHrtestopuer, Itchen, Southampton, 
Machinist Soathampton Pet Marl0 Ord Mar 10 

Murpny, ARTHUR, Liverpool, Master Carlier Liy@rpool 
Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar @ 

ReEp, Romerrt, Headingley, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet 
Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

Regs, THomMAs JoHN, Maesycymmer, Mon, 

ewport, Mon Pet Mar® Ord Mar9 

ROBIsSON, STANLEY, Rawmarsh, nr Rotherham, Draper 
Sheffield Pet Mar 9 Ord Mar9 

ROWLANDS, GwILyM, Glynneath, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Mar®9 Ord Mar 9 

SIMMOWM, MARMADUKE MARSHAM, Victoria rr’, Stroud 
Green, Clerk High Court Pet Mar 8 Ord Mars 

BTOCK, CHARLES, Pontycymmer, Glam, Miner Cardiff Pet 
Mars Ord Mars 

Tayior, Harry Epwarp, 


Pet 


Newsagent 


Pet 


Acocks Ureen, Birmingham, 
Coal Merchant Birmingham Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar 8 

Wer, DAVID. Chingford, Essex, Provision Dealer Eud- 
monton Pet Jan 15 Ord Mar § 

WHITEHFAD, Epwtx, Handsworth, nr Sheffield, Bailder 
Sheffield Pet Marl10 Ord Mar 10 

WILLIAMS, HARRY, Darston, Somerset, Farmer Taunton 
Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 19 

Youna, WILLIAM, Leicester, Journeyman Baker Leices- 
ter Pet Mar.10 Ord Mar 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ABRAHAM, JAMES CasLEY, Exeter, Baker 
Off Rec, 9, Bedford cir, Exeter 

BRaDiey, Witttamw Jouy, Leamington Spa, Basket 
Maker Marl9 at li Off Rec, 8, Hirsh et, Coventry 

BRIDORTT, LRONARD, Blackpool, Fish Merchant Mar 22 
atil Off Roc, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

CALVERT, CHARLES Henny, Keighley. Greengrocer 
at ll Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

CARTER, ELIAS, jun, Bedford, Fishmonger 
Off Rec, The Parate, Northampto. 

CASTLE, DONALD. Tokenhouse bidgs 
Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

GARDNER, George WILLIAM, Southsea, Hants, Tailor 
Mar 22 at 1: Of Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Grppens. SYLVESTER WILLIAM, Seaford, Sassex, Furniture 
Dealer Mar 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 
Brightoa 

HaNpiey, Jouy, Kingston upon Huw, Boot Repairer 
Mar 22 at1!.30 Off Re: York City Bink chmb 8, 
Lowgate, Hull 

HARRISON, Henry WILLIAM, Jackfleld, Salop, Lincensed 
Victaa'ler Mar 27 at 12.30 Off Rec, 24, Swanhill, 
Shrewsbury 

Hotes, WILLtaM, Bridlington, Hairdresser Mar 23 at 4 
Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarbdoro igh 

Jones, Hanry Percr, Stoke on Trent, Chemist 
at 11.80 Off Ree, King at, Newcastle, Staffs 

KIRKLEY, THOMAS CHRISTIAN IsRAkL, Heaton Norris, 
Lance‘ter, Manufactarer Mar 19 at 11 Off Rac, 
Castle chmbra, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

MAXIM, 8 MAXIMILIAN, New Bond st 
Bankruptcy bidgs, C wey st 

MOCALLISTER, HERBERT ALEXANDER, 
tioner Mar 22 at 11.30 Of Rec, 
Bolten 

MITTELL, ALFRED Jimes. Downe, Kent, Bat her 
at 11 132, York r!, Westminster Bridge rd 

MONAHAN, Jones CiHRtsTorHer, Itchy, Southampton, 
Machinist Mar22 at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank 
chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

PRAKK, THOMAS, Nottianghwn, Boot Daaler 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park at, Nottingham 

SIMMONS, MARMADUKE MARSHAM, Victoria rd, Stroud 
Green, Clerk Mar 2 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

WALKER, Faank Hopson, Brigg, Commission Agent Mar 
Wat ill Of Rec, St Mary's chm ra, Great Grimsby 

Wutte.ey, Drson, Haddersfield, Cotton Spi mer Mar 19 
at3 Law Societys Room, Imperial arcade, New st, 
Huddersfield 

WILLow ‘. Josgru THompson, Cardiff, Dentist 
3 Off Reo, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Younec, WItLtaM, Leicester, Baker Mar 19 at 3 
1, Berridge st, Leloester 


Mar 24 at ll 


Mar 
Mir 19 at 12 


Mar 23 at 12 


Mar 19 


Mar 23 at ll 
Bolton, Confec- 
19, Exchange st, 


Mar 22 


Mar 20 a+ 11 


Mir 19 at 


Off Reo, 


ADJUDICATION3. 


ABRAHAM, JAMES CASLEY, Exeter, 
Mar 9 Ord Mar 0 

ALCOCK, Henry CHARLES, Caister on Sea, Norfolk, Coal 
Carter Great Yarmouth Pet Mar 65 Ord Mar 10 

BRADLEY, ARTHUR EOWARD, WALTER SIDNEY BRADLEY, 
and CHARLES WILLIAM Brap.ey, Fetter lu, Printers 
High Court Pet FebS Ord Mars 

CALVERT, CHARLES Henry, Keighley, Greengrocer Brad- 
ford Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

CURRRELL, Percy RicmHarpd, Woodstock, Oxford, Licensed 
Victualler Oxford Pet Mars Ord Mars 

Evans, DANTEL, Mountain Ash, Glam, Grocer Aberdare 
Pet Mari0 Ord Mar 10 

FLETCHER, ALFRED JonN Hven, Eastbourne, Dental 
Practitioner Eastbourne Pet Mar4 Ord Mar8 


Baker Exeter Pet 








GIBBENS, SYLVESTER WILLIAM, Seaford, Sussex, Furniture 
Dealer Lewes Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 10 

HAnNptirer, Jonx, Kivzston upon Hall, Boot Repairer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet MarS Ori Mar 8 

Hopgix, Tom, Dewsbury, Fried Fish Dealer 
Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 

KiNG, CHARLES, Whitchurch, Glam, Butcher Cardiff Put 
Mar 6 Ord Mar9 

MoNAHAS, JoHN CHRISTOPHER, Itchen, Southampton 
Machinist Southampton Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 

MULLER OSKAR. Shaftesbury av, Tailor High Court Pet 
Feb 16 Ord Mar 8 

Mcrpny, ARTAUR, Liverpoo!, Master|Carter 
Pet Mar® Ord Mar 9 

MYERS, ISRARL, St Mary's mansions, Paddington High 
Court Pet Dee 10 Ord Mar 8 

PARRINGTON, THOMAS, Ston*, Staffs, Brewery Company's 
Secretary Stafford Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 9 

REED Ronerr, Heatingley, Leeds, Plamber Leeds 
Marl10 Ord Mar 10 

ges, THomas JonN, Mae ycymmer, Mon, 
Newport, Mon Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

Rostyson, STANLEY, Rawmarsh, nor Rotherham, Draper 
Shefi-id Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 

ROWLANDs, Gwitym Glynneath, Glam, 
Pet Mar®9 Ord Mar9 

SIMMONS, MARMADUKE Mars‘tAM, Victoria rd, Stroud 
Gree, Clerk High Court Pet Mars Ord Mar9 

STOCK, CHARLES Pontycymmer, Glam, Mixer Cardiff 
Pet MarS Ord Mars 

TAYLOR, HARRY Epwarp, Acocks Green, Birmingham, 
Coal Merchant Birmingham Pet Feb 22 Ord Mar 10 

Warrearap, Epwin, Handsworth, nr Sheffield, Builder 
Sheffield Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

WILLIAMS, HaRgy, Durston, Somerset, 
Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 

WINTER, JoHN WriLtaM, Sheffield, Architect Sheffield 
Pet Feb1 Ord Mar 10 

Youre, WILitaM, Leicester, 
10 Ord Mar 10 ‘ 


Dewsbury 


Liverpool 


Pet 


Newsagent 


Grocer Neath 


Farmer Taunton 


Baker Leicester Pet Mar 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
Londoa Gazette of Feb 26: 

Albert ‘rd, Wood 

24 Ord Feb 24 


Rocker, FREDERICK JAcoB JULIUS, 
Green, Grocer Edmonton Pet Feb 


Lond n Gatette—TUPSDAY, Mar 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Patterdale, Westmorland, Grocer 
Ord Mar 12 
Tailor York Pet Mar 19 


BowMAN, JosErn, (inr), 
Carlisle Pet Mar 12 

Conen, Bensamiy, York, 
Ord Mar 10 

CRAMPTON. JOHN HENRY, Holbeck, Leeds. Roundabout 
Proprietor Leeds Pet Feb 26 Ord Mar 12 

Ducat, ANDREW, Hounslow, Carpenter Brentford Pet 
Mari3 Ord Mari3 

GRASSHOF, ARTHUR FREDERICK. Carzon st, Mayfair High 
Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Mar 12 

Hart, WIitttam James, Bath, Newsagent 
Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 

Haw, Jouy, Darlington, Tailor 
Marill Ord Marll 

HEDGER, FREDERICK WILLIAY. and FREDERICK GroraE 
TYLER, “Strines, Middix, Bakers Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Marit Ord Mar 11 , 

HOUSDEN, SYDNEY GARTON, Powerscroff rd, Clapton. Com- 
mercial Traveller High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Mari? 

HOWELL, Heresert, Wotton under Edge, Glos, Baker 
Gloucester Pet Marl2 Ord Mar12 

Hunt, HERBERT EowArp, Ravey st, Finsbury, Grocer 
High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 12 

KNIGHT, SypveY We-#TON, ‘Leicester, Hosier Leicester 
Pet Marie Ord Mar 12 

MANN, WALrer, ‘Leeds, Grocer 
Ord Mar 10 

MoxXuAM, THOWAS, Blackburn, Grinder 
Mar il Ord Mar 11 

RAYNES, SAMUEL MAY, South Hanley, Staffs, 
Hanley Pet Maril Ord Mar 11 

Rupis, Jouwn H & Co, Strand, Prew 
High Court Pet Feb4 Ord Mar ll 

SCUWABE, ALFRED Lovts, New Rarswick, Yorks, Furrier 
York Pet Marit Ord Mar 11 

WILLIAMSON, FREDERICK JOSIAH, Hanley, Staffs, Whole- 
sale Baker Hanley Pet Marl Ord Mar 12 

Wisy, JoHn RicHarp, Lincoln, Greengrocer 
Pet Maril Ord Mar il 

YEATES, JOSEPH, Wrinrton, Somerset, Groom Gardener 
Wells Pet Maril Ord Mar 11 


FIRST MBETINGS. 
ALCOCK, HENRY CHARLES, Caister on Sea, Norfolk, Coal 
Carter Mar 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
BAKER, GRORGR FRANK, Fore st, Lower Edmonton, 
Plumber Mar 24 at 11 14, Bedford row 
BRENCHLEY, Henry EMMANUEL, Crewe, Furniture Manu- 
facturer Mar 28 at 11.15 The Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Couen, BENJAMIN, York, Tailor Mar 24 3 Off Rec 
The Red House , Duncombe pi, York - . 


Bath Pet 


Stockton on Tees Pet 


Wakefield Pet Mar 10 
Blackburn Pet 
Milliner 


Representatives 


Lincoln 





CURRRELL, PERCY RICHARD, Woodstock. Oxford, Licensed 
Victualler Mar 2ati2 1, 8t Aldates, Orford 

DAYVrEs, SAMUEL, Pontycymer. Tailor Mar 23 at 3 og 
Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

EVANS, DANTEL, Mountain Ash, Grocer Mar 2% at 1115 
Off Rec. St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine at, 
Pontypridd 

GRASSHOP, ARTHUR FREDFRICK, Curzon st, Mayfair 
Mar 24 at 1 Bamkrupety bidgs, Carey st 

Harats. WILLIAM, Swanser, Ironmonger Mar 23 at 11 
Off Ree, Gov-rnment bi igs, St Mary's st, Swansea 

HARRISON, ARCHIBALD C G*AEM®. Curragh, Ireland 
Mar 24at12 Bankrupte bidgs, Carey st 

HEDGER, FRED®RICK WILLIAM. and FREDERICK Gronge 
TYLER, ‘taines, Middix, Bakers Mar 24 at ll 13 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Hopkin, ToM, Dewsbury, Fried Fish Dealer Mar at If 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Hovepey, SypDNzY GARTON, Powerscroft rd, Clapton, Com- 
mere Mt Traveller Mar 25 at 11 Bankruptey bldg 
Carey #, « 

Hunt, Hersernt EpwARD, Ravey st, Finsbury Groce 
Mar 26at12 Bankruptcy bidgs,, Carey st, 

Hybm, JAMES, Mareste, Restaurant Keeper 
10.30 Off Ree, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

MaDDOCKS, ALFRED, Burton on Trent, Bailder Mar 2 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 12, St Peter's churchyard Derby 

MANN, WALTER, Leeds, Grocer Mar 24 at 11 Off Reo, 
21, King st, Wakefield 

Mereisxkt JeAN, Liandudno, Ladies’ Hairdresser Mar 
26 at12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester , 

MURPHY, ARTHUR, Liverpool, Matter Carter Mar 23 at ll 
Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

RAYNES, SAMURL May, Hanlev, Milliner Mar % at § 
The North Stafford Hotel, Stoke on Trent 

REED, ROBERT, Headingley, Leeds, Plumber Mar 2% atil 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Rupty, Jony H, & Co, *trand, Press Representatives Mar 
24at1l1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SCAL¥S. WILLIAM, Great Yarmouth, Grocer Mar % atl 
Off Rec, 8. King st, Norwich 

ScHWABE, ALFRED Lovrs, New Earswick, Yorke, Purrier 
Mar 26 at 3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe 
pl York 

TANSLEY, Herwert, Crowland, L'nco!n, Baker Mar 2 at 
12.15 The Law Courts, Peterborough 

Taytor, Harry EpWwARD, Birmingham, Coal Merchant 
Mar 24at 1130 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

TRUMAN, WILLIAM ALFRED, Torquay, Boot Dealer Mar 
26 at 1130 Off Rec, 9, Belford cir, Exeter 

WErtR, DAYIp, Chingford, Essex, Provision Daler Mar%& 
at 11.30 14, Bedford row 

WINN, Joun RICHARD, Lincoln, Greengrocer Mar 2% at 
12 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Baker, Georae FRANK, Fore st, Lower Edmonton, 
Plumber Edmonton Pet Mar 5 Ord Mar ll 

BOWMAN’, JosEPH jan, Patterlale, Westmorland, Grocer 
Carlisle Pet Mari2 Ord Mar 12 

Cou2n, Bexsamin, York, Tailor York Pet Mar 10 Ord 
Mar 10 

DUcAT, ANDREW, Hounslow, Carpenter Brentford Pet 
Mari13 Ord Mar 13 

GANSIOROWSET, ANTHONY, Hale terr, Tottenham, 
Tobacconist Edmonton Pet Jan 25 Ord Mar iz 

HARRISON, WILLTAM Henry, Jackfield, Salop, Licensed 
Victualler Shrewsbury Pet MarS Ord Mar 18 

Hart, WILLIAM James, Bath, Newsagent Bath Pet 
Maril Ord Mar ll 

Haw, JonN, Darlington, 
Mar ll Ord Mar ll 

HowFLL, HEnpert, Wotton under Edge, Glos, Baker 
Gloucester Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 12 

Lawrence, WaLTer, South Farnborough, Hants Guild- 
ford Pet June 5 Ord Mar 11 

MANN, WALTER, Leeds, Grocer Wakefield 
Ord Mar 10 

Mox#AM. THOWA*, Blackburn, Grinder 
Marill Ord Mar il 

RAY¥ES, SAMUEL May, Hanley, Milliner Hasley Pet 
Maril Ord Mar ll 

RODGERS, SIDNEY ERNEST, Totnes, Boot Dealer Plymouth 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Mar I 

Ruptx, Joun Henry, Strand. Press Representative High 
Court Pet Febs Ord Mar 18 

SCHWABE, ALFRED Louis, York, Furrier York Pet Mar ll 
Ord Mar 11 


Mar 24 at 


Tailor Stockton on Tees Pet 


Pet Mar 10 
Blackburn Pet 


SMITH, ALFRED Jony, Addington rd, Bow, Shoe Mans- 
facturer High Court Pet Feb 9 Ord Mar 12 

SNEE, HARRIETT, Lower Broughton, Lancs Salford Pet 
Dec 3 Ord Mar 12 


Sprexs, WILLIAM Epwarp, Strand, Advertising Agent 
igh Court Pet Feb 10 Ori Mar 10 
SURRIDGE, ERNEST E, Coggeshall, Essex, Solicitor Chelm- 
ford Pet Jaui15 Ord Mar 12 
TRUMAN, WILLIAM ALPRED, Torquay, Boot Dealer Exeter 
Pet Peb22 Ord Mar ll 
Trsox, Constaxce ELLA. Coulsdon, Surrey, Ladies’ Owk 


fitter Croydon Pet Feb10 Ord Mar 9 

Weir, Davin, Chingford, Esser, Provision 
Edmonton Pet Jan15 Ord Mar ll 

Wins, JonN RicHARD, Lincolm, Greengrocer Lineolm 
Pet Mar 11 Ord Martli 

YEATES, JOSEPH, Wrington,Somerset, Groom Ganden@ 
Wells Pet Maril Ord Mar 11 


Dealer 
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